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ABSTRACT m » K 

Due to the expansion of cooperative education 
programs, critical issues facing tb'ea were examined. The issues as 
perceived by cooperative education directors were identified, along 
with their relative importance as perceived by directors and their r 
immediate supervisors. The study aimed to determine whether 
differences exist between directors and their supervisors, between, 
two- and four-year college directors, and among 'directors in the six 
regions of the United states. Separate research questionnaires were 
used for each of the two reference groups to ascertain directors* 
background (title, years in position, gender, age, institutional 
type, and name of immediate supervisor), as well as rttitudes toward 
issues. A panel of expert judges refined the issues"* list, and a 
Likert«-type>cale was developed for the refined list of 55 issue 
statements*!*^ second issues q uest i cin aire was then* adsiristered to 
the supervisots and compared with the findings from the survey of 
directors* Conclusions include the following: a majority of directors 
erpressed concern fot maintaining the quality of cooperative 
education work assignments with an increasing number of institutions 
and students participating; the why^and how of awarding and applying 
cooperative education credit is a very ijportant iseu€*Lane factor 
scale, "organisational Placement and Institutional Ifc£*9r^^n, " \ 
showed differences' between the co-op directors and their supervisors^ 
the design of the cooperative education experience and award of 
credit is* perceived as more important on the two-year college level; 
and 'there seem to be no discernible differences among region's. Among 
the suggestions fan further study are: causes for the low proportion * 
of female directors,, cost effective methods, planning elements that 
increase the potential fdc success, and benefits of faculty 
involvement. Appendices include the director's and supervisor's / 
issues .questionnaires and a list of the-panei of experts, (IQ 



ERIC 




ISSUES FACING ® ® 
COOPERATIVE © ® ® 
EDUCATION IN $®© 
INSTITUTIONS ®@® 
OF HIGHER©®®®® 



EDUCATION IN sr® ® 
THE UNITED STATES 



k. • DEPARTMENT V>f EDUCATION 

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 
CENTER*! ERIC) 

document h» **n " 
from tht pertjn Of ofQ»na>t»on 

Itgmttiog rt ^ 

Eor ct-ngf ^ t0 

Ixoduction qu»*rtv 

< do ftO< n*ctW»nrf r»pf«*W>t off»C»' NtE 

nVpofccv — / 



^''PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 

\ 

TO THE EDUOATlONAl RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) M 

r ; ■ f— 

* * 1 11 




9 

ERLC 



\ 



Resee/ch Monographs are a service -provided by the Research Committee of the Cooperative Education' 
Association. A limited number of free copies are available upon* request. After the supply of complimentary 
copies is exhausted, the cost of this publication will be $5.75. " 



Individuals 



I send one copy to: 



i interested in submitting jnahuacrft>t j for evaluatidn^nould 

* ProjecfrDirectOf -» 0 
• Cooperative Education Information Clearinghouse 
Cooperative Educatioh Research Center 
Northeastern University '* 
Soston, Massachusetts 021 15. 

This copy will be reviewed by the Research Committee for possible publication. 




THE IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF fiW^S FACING 
HIGHER EDUCATION COOPERATIVE EDUCATION * , 
IN THE UNITED STATES 



Y 
\ 



* Research Study Conducted by 

Dr. William A.,StuIl 
Principal Investigator and 
Project Director 



College of Business 
Utah State University , 



Assistant Project Director 
Mr*. Michael M. Homer 

Project Consultant 
. Dr. Kim Qoal 



4 



Logan, Utah 
August 1980 



•i 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

f ' ' > 

The researcher wishes to express his appreciation to 
th$ tl.S. Office of Education '(Grant #G007901614) for their 
finap^ial support of this effort.' (Note:* The Office of 

p 

Education is in no way responsible for the substance of this 
report.) Special appreciation is extended to Mr. Mifce Horner^ 
for his continuous good support and input into tKis project 
from its inception. until its conclusion. The" technical and 
editorial assistance provided by Dr. Kim B<?al and Ms .-Carol s 
Harmer is also gratefully acknowledged. " 

Finally, appreciation is extended to the panel of expert 
judges who assisted in the develojltaent of the research - ; 

r 

instrument, to tHe pilot test participants, to the many co-op 
directors and. their supervisors who provided the .necessary 
data, and t3* the Utah State University Business Education 
Departmental staff who provided the necessary secretarial , 
assistance. 




TABLE OF CONTENTS 

^ Pa 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

x . 

LIST OF TABLES • • • ' . • • ♦ . > . . . . 

* • 

Intf oduction . % • \ . . . . 

Need For the Study . . • . ' 

Purposes of the Study . . ' 

Procedures i . % 



Research Aegtionnaire, 

and 



Subjects Ind Sampling Frocedures . ^ 
' Collection of the Data and Follow-up . 
Statistical Analysis - . 

* • * » 

Questionnaire Returns 

Directors . . .. . 

Directors 1 Supervisors 

Characteristics of the Directors in the Sample . 

Years in Present Positiop . . L . . 

Directors 1 Gender 

Directors 1 .Age . . . ♦ . 

'Type o£ Institution 

Findings of the Study . . . . . . . ' . >. 

x - Purpose 1 

Purpose 2 

Purpose 3 . ^ 

Purpose 4 *. s . . 

Purpose 5 * * 



Conclusions and Recommendations t 



X f 

4 \ V/ 




TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) 



Characteristics, of tht Directors in the Sample 

Purpose 1 . 1 

Purpose 2 ! ! ! 

- Purpose .3 \. • ] 

Purpose 4 . * . ' . . \ . \ £ . ♦ ] 
Purpose 5 . . . . ^ . . . .] J 1 j 

A Pinal Statement \ . , . . \ \ _ „ . 

Summary of Recommended Further Research •. . 

References Cited- 

APPENDICES § 

A; DirectX's Issues Questionnaire . . . 

B. Supervisor's Issues Questionnaire . . ' ♦ 

C. Panel of Experts . .• * . 



*« V 

- ( •- 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Returns of directors ......... 8 

J 2. Returns of directors immediate supervisors . 9 

3. Years-in-position as co-op director .... 11 

4. Gender of co-op directors . . . . . . . * 11 

5. Age of co-op -directoir * . 12 

6. Type of institution 13 

^ * 7. Issue. statement rank, issrue statement, and rfiean • / 

for 53 issue statements as reported by directors . , i5 

8. Means, standard deviations, and rank by reference 

group of 55 issue statements . . . . . . ^-—-523 




9., Factor alpha coefficients . . . .37 



10. Factor scales A-E, issue statements^ factbr * " S 
loadings and factor and issue mean .... 38 

11. Means, standard deviations, and rank of factor ) 
scales for co-op directors and their supervisors 

as a group ...... 41 

y i • • 

* 12. Difference between co-op directors and their * 
♦ supervisors for factor C, found at the .05 level * 43 

13. Differences between co-op directors and their 
supervisors on issue statements 'found at the 
.05 level v 45 

,14. Differences between co-op directors responses 
r to factQrs at two-year and four-year colleges 

found at t^he .05 level 46 

15. ^Differences between co-op directors responses to 
issues at two-year and £our-year colleges found 

at the .05 level . 48 

16. Differences in co-op 'directors responses to 
factdrs between two- and four-year colleges 

among the six regions in the United States . ' . 52 



ERLC 8 



LIST OF TABLES (Continued) 

* « 

Table 

• i. 

17. Differences between co-op directors responses t< 
issues the six geographical regions, found at 
the .05 level *. . . 

(■■■■ • .. 



< 



0 ' 



V 



i 



I 



9 



COOPERATIVE EDUCATION ISSUES* 

\ *' ' 

Introduction - 

" p — T * 

* x \ % / 

\ 1 

A Wide -diversity exists antong cooperative education 
directors in terms_ of the;Lr educational and occupational 
'backgrounds (Stull, 1978). The rabid growth of cooperative 
education programs has increased th6 number of new person- 
nel and institutions involved in the cooperative education 
process. The expansion of cooperative education programs 
coupled with the additions and diversity of new personnel 
has contributed to the emergence of 4 variety of issues fac- 
ing this field. The identification t>f these issues and per- 

,9 " , 

ceptions of their importance by cooperative education per- 
sonnel is a necessary step in futiure planning for effective 
/cooperative education programs. . " 

Weed for the Study . * 

. ^ A comprehensive review of the higher education coopera- 

s * 

tive education literature x^vealed that only one research 
study has been completed relating "to the issues that thQse 
in cooperative education believe are of importance*. That 
study, entitled "HistbwLcal Antecedents tQ Contemporary 
Issues. in Cooperative Education in the Community Colleges of 
California" (Peterson, 1975) provided a historical analysis 



JO 



of cooperative education issues' in California's community 
* colleges. Another, nonemperical article (David, ,1971), 
offered opinions concerning the prospects ajid pitfalls <fac- 
ing higher education cooperative education. Howfever, in the"~ 

, business^ and^distributive education 'fields, numerous re- 

j " 
search studies have been completed dealing with the "identifi- 
cation of issues'.. Examples include * Hauna (1939), Hayden 

f 9 ' 

(1950), Brown (1958), Wannke (1960, Gratz (1961), Nye (1967), 
Weather for^ (1974) , aiia Reece (1971) . These studies did 

* • • • . r 

not specifically identiS^ issues in cooperative education. ** 
The apparent lack of research concerning the issue'* of 
higher education cooperative education was confirmed in a 
telephone interview wit^Dr. Jama^ Wilson |l978) , professor 
of Cooperative Education at Northeastern University. The 
growth in the number of personnel involved in cooperative 
•education ^with their varied backgrounds,* Ijigh turnover of 
personnel in th^ field, and expansion in number of prog*am»-> 
coupled with the lack of empirical evidence, substantiate ^ 
, the need for this study. The identification", quantification, 
and analysis of issues facing higher education cooperativ^^ 

' r, 

education should assist in providing a focus and directioif to 
cooperative education and contribute to the growing body of 
knowledge in this field. 
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Purposes -of the Study 
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This research study dealt with identification of the 

* 

critical issues facing cooperative education and the 

determination of the importance of these issues', to co- 

operative education program directors and to their immediate 

supervisors. The primary purposes of this study were: 
* ' » 

1. To idehtify the critical issues facing higher 
education cooperative education as perceived by 

, cooperative education directors. 

2. To determine the relative importance of these 
issues as perceived by .cooperative education * 
directors and theip immediate* supervisors. 

I * 

3. To determine if differences exist between 
directors and 'their Supervisors irf terms of their 

v perceptions of the importance of 'these critical 

issues. 

4. To determine if differences ^xdst between two- and 
four-year college, directors in terms of the per- : 
ception of thte impdrtanqe^of the critical issues. 

5. To determine if differences exist between directors 
among the six regions ir^ the United States in 
their perception of the importance of the critical 
issues . 4 ' , 

'Procedures 

Research Questionnaire * - . . 

To accomplish the purposes of this study , a separate 
research questionnaire was designed for use with each of • 
the two reference groups. A 

The first of these questionnaires (Appendix A) aclmini^- 
tered to cooperative education directors was divided into 
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two parts * Part A was constructed to Ascertain the back- 
ground of the cooperative education diirector and- contained 
sxx items* These background questions included the direc- 
tors exact title, years served in present-position, gender, 
age, type of institution, and tM name and title of the 



director 1 s/immediate supervisor. -This, last item tfis used to' 4 
identify the appropriate^ sampling frame for the\admini45tra J 
tion af the supervisor's questionnaire. / 

Part«B was developed, first by identifying the poten- 
tial issues facing the field of cooperative education. The 
identification alid* verification of these issues occurred in 
two phases. In ph£0fe oi\e, an extensive reView of Cooperative 
education literature was made^to identify those issues noted 
by authors of articles in the last*t»n $ears of the Journal 
of Cooperative Education , books in the. field, United States 
Of fiW of ^Education funded cooperative education project re- 
ports, arid relevant doctored, dissertations. In addition^ - • 
telephone interviews were conducted with selected coopera- 
tive education directors at two- and four-year instidtijns . 
throughout the bfcited States within each of the* six geo- 
graphic regions represented. ] ^ m ' 

In phase two, a panel^pf expert judges (Appendix c) 

• \ M 

was used to refine the extensive "issue lilt developed in 

* • 

phase one. AddiTional* critical "issue statements were sougjit 
from the expert panel of judges, nhe judges* provided 



« 

' ^(dggestions to clarify the issue statements, ^nd made >ot*her 

• su^estioas regarding items in part .A and the overall under- 

Standability of the questionnaire. 

. After revision of the issue statements and 'part A of 
« 

the questionnaire, a Likert t/pe scale was developed for the 
refined list of 55 issue^statements.^ "The scale contained 
five response categories using the following scale: ^ 
1 » no importance, 2 » little importance, 3 * imjiortanf^ 

4 ■ very important, 5 * critical. Respondents were asked to 

♦ 

select one- of the five categories which most accurately re- 
fleeted their perceived importance of 'the issue. 
t , A second questionnaire (Ajppendix ,b) was designed for 
administration to the cooperative education director's im- 
mediate supervisor. . This questionnaire wasr^the same , as 
part B of the directors questionnaire and was printed on 
blue paper for ease of administration ^ Thus both co- 
operative education directors and their immediate ^supervi so rs 

f 

were requested t6 respond to their perception of the impor- 
tance of each of the 55 issue statements'. As a result, a 
N^comparison between cooperative education directors and 
their immediate supervisors was made possible. 

'. Subjects and Sampling Procedures 

Two reference groups were used to determine the impor- 
fcance of the issues facing cooperative education: 
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(1) Cooperative education directors, and (2) their immediate \ 

supervisors. The subjects for this study were drawn from the • * 

1016 institutions of higher education identified in"the 197.9 

mailing list provided by the Research Center of Northeastern 

> 

University. This sampling frame consisted of 455 two-^ear 
and 561 four-year - institutions of higher education, identified 
in this same' listing. A 22 percent primary and 10 percent 
alternate random sample was simultaneously drawn from each of 
the six regions** (Appendix A) using a Burroughs B6700 com- 
puter. The sataplesr were stratified by level of program 
(two-^ear and fqur-year) and^by geographical region to ensure 
proportionate Jrepresentation. 

Each jjtffrec tor identified inthe sampling frame was as- 
signed a six-digit code number. The* firs^t digit (1-6) iden- 
tified the region.V The second digit (2 or 4)^dentified< the 
institution- by type (two- or foua;-year) . The first two 
digits were assigned by correlating the institution's name 
on the sampling, frame with the information contained in the 

Bducatiop Directory, Colleg es and Universale/ 1977-78 - The 

f t ' 

remaining four digits (0000-1016) were assigned in order as . 
they appeared in the sampling frame. Thus, the computer was, 
able to stratify and randomly draw the primary and alternate * 
sample based upon the assigned identification numbers. 

The primary (22 percent) sample was carefully examined, 
for representativeness. Primary sample subjects were elimi- 
nated from th6 primary sample an^ replaced with ,a random 
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sele<teion from the secondary sample for the following 



reason 



label did not bear the name or a title 
related to cooperative educfatioh director. 

2. Institutions who were known to have discontinued 
their cooperative education programs . m ' * 

A total of 63 primary sample subjects were eliminated and 

replaced from the secondary sample. * 



Collection of the Data 



and Follow-up 



A mail questionnaire was used to collect the data for 
this study. To ensure a maximum return of the questionnai 
a follow-up postcard ai^d a second follow-up letter and 
questionnaire were sent\ to nonrespondents . Fi^Lly, A 



telephone call was lnade to all nonrespondents.. 



Statistical Analysis 



. Appropriate descriptive and ^inferential statistical 
techniques were used in this study*. By purpose these 
techniques included: 
Purpose 
1 



* Statistical Techniques 



. Descriptive statistics using frequency 
f distributions. 

The 55 issue statements were reduced t* five 
factor scales via factor analysis and the in- 
ternal consistency of the factor scales was 
calculated using Cronbach's Alpha. 

T-test f or ;nean differences between director's 
• and supervisor's perceptions of the importance 
of each of the five factor scales and eaofi of 
the 55 issue statements. The coefficient of 
concordance was applied to determine the extent 
of agreement on the 55 issue statement mean 
' ^ rankings by directors and supervisors.' 
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Purpose ' Statistical Techniques ~^ 

4 T-test for mean differences between two- and 

^four-year college director's perceptions of 

the ijiqportance of each factor scale and each 
issue. v 

5 One-way analysis of variance among director's 
responses for /the six geographical regions 

in the United Stated on each^fadtor scale and 
each issue. * 

* Questionnaire Returns 



rectors 



tAa 



Table 1 shows that of the 221 directors surveyed, ,177 
or fiO.O percent of the respondents returned useable ques- 
tionriairfs. This represented an 81.3 percent return ^6r 
four-yWr colleges and an. Sf.O percent return for two-year 
colleges. 

Table 1. Returns of directors 



Region 



Number bf directors 
Surveyed 



Number of 
returns 



Percentage 
of returns 



Four-year colleges 
and universities' 

2 

^ 3 
4 
5 
6 

Subtotals 

Two-year colleges 
1 

. 5 
6 

Subtotals 
Totals 



19 

20 

10 
. 23 

42 

9 

TTT 



12 
14 
8 
22 
25 
17 
"9T 



13 
15 
10 
18 
35. 
9 



10 
12 
7 
17 
18 
13 



"Z2T 



T7T 



68*4 
75.0 

100.0 
78.3 
83.3 

100.0 - 
-8T7J 



83.3 
85.7 
87.5 
77.3 
'72 . 0 
76.5 
"7X6 



~8UTir 
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Director '.g Supervis ors 
* > j 

f ' 'Table 2 shows that of v the 167 supervisbrs surveyed, 133 
. or 79.6 percent returned useable questionnaires. This repre- 
sented a 75.8 percent return *f or four-year colleges and an 
84.-2 percent return for two-year colleges. 1 



Table 2. Returns of director's immediate supervisors 

Number of Percentage 
returns of returns 



Region 



"Number of supervisors 
surveyed 



Four-year ^college s 
and universities 

1 
2 

3- % 

4 

5 

6 

Subtotals 

, Two-year colleges 

1 
2 

3 . 
4 
5 
6 

Subtotals 



\ 



Total 



13 
14 
10 
15 
31 
8 

IT 



8 
12 

7 
18 ' 
JL 18 
13 

~rr 

167 



8 

) * 9 

U3 
21- 

8 



4 

6 
10 

6 
12 
18 
12 
64. 

133 



)\0 

I6>7 



61-. 5 
71.4 
9< 
86 
67.7 
100.0 
75.8 



75.0 
83.3 
85.7 
66.7 
100.0 
92.3 
84.2 



79.6 



The reader will .note that theji of 167 supervisors is 
less than 177 returned directors' questionnaires due to re- 
ceiving 10 directors' questionnaires too late for the 
supervisor's mailing. . 
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Characteristics of the Directors in the Sample 



,* 



J. 



Part^A (i£ems 1-6)' of the questionnaire was designed to* 
Obtain background information on the responding directors. 

Item one asked for the directors" exact title and responses 

** * « 
were used for a confirmation of the status of the res^pondent. 

Item six asked the name and title of the directors immediate 

supervisor, which was used for the supervisors questionnaire 

mailing. For reporting purposes, information* on items^-5 

is prese^xPed ac cording to each item collected. 

\ . > • . • 

Yefrrs in Present Pos ition 

Table 3 indicates how long co-op -directors have been 
'in their position. The results show 38.4 percent of the * 
co-op directors have held their position from 1-3 years, « 

wh *i!&&' J - 1 percent have been in theiif present position from 

V* 

4-6 ^ears. The mean years-in-position (x ■ 2.602) of all 
respondents was between response category 2 (1-3 years) and 
3 (4-6 years). Overall, there appeared to be a broad dis- 
tribution of years-in-position with 83 respondents indicat- 
ing four or more years in position as. co-op director. 
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' Table 3. Years-in-position as co-op director 



A. 



- 


< 

Cod* 


Absolute 
Frequency 


Relative 
(PCT) 


Adjusted 
, (PCTJ 


Cum. 
r req. 
(PCT) 


Less than 
one ye^r 


i. 


26 

/ 


14.7 


14.8 


' 14.8 


1-3 years 


2. 


68 


38.4 


-38.6 


53.4 


*— o years „ 






27.1 


27.3 


80. 7 


7-9 years 


4. 


. % 18 . 


10.2 


10.2 


90.9 


10 years 
or more 


■ 5. 


16 


• 9.0 


9.1* 


100.0 ' 

0 




0. 


• 

1 


0.6 


missing 


100.0 


' Total 




177 


lop.o 


100.0 





r 

Directors Gentler ' % 

The^majority (74. 6* percent) of two- and* four -year 

-directors wjere male? 25.4 percent were female. Table* 4 

shows* tjie distribution of gender of cooperative education * 

t 

director respondents. * 



Table 4. Gender of co-dp directors 



Gender 


Code 


i 

Absolute • 
Frequency 


Relative 
Frequency 
(PCT 


Adjusted 
Frequency 
. ( PCT ' 


Cum. 

Preq. 

(PCT) 




Female 


.1. 

< 

' 2. 


45 


25.4 


25.4 


? 25.4 




Male 


132 


74.6 


■ ' 74.6 


i 

100.0 




Total * 




177 


100.0 


100.0 
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t)i rectors Age ^\ » 

Table 5 reveals a bi^modal frequency grouping of age 
groups oi 33-39 years and 40-46 years. -Each group repre- 
sents %3. 7 percent of the respondents. The mean age , grout) 
was 40-46 years of age. 



Table 5. / Age of cojop director* 



Age of 



Director 


Code 


Fre'quency 


25 or under . 


1. 


2 - 


26-32 


2. 


25 


33-39 


3. 


42 - 


40-46 


4. 


42 


47-53 


5. 


34" 


54-60 


6. 


14. 


60 or, above 


7. , 


\ 15. 




0. 


- 3" 



Relative 
Frequency 
(PCT) 


Adjusted 
Frequency 
(PCT) 


Cum. 

Freq. 

(PCT) 




1.1 ' 


l'.l 


14.1 S 


14.4 


15.5 


23.7 


24.1- . 


39.7 


23.7 — 


— 24.1 • 


63.8 


19.2 


19.5 


83.3 


7.0 


8.0 


91.4 


8.5 


8.6 


100.0 


1.7 


missing 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 . 





Total 



177, 




Type of institution 

Table 6 shows the dis^butiatx of public or private, 
two- and. four-year institutions "Jrom which the co-op 
. directors responded. The predominant type of college was the 
•two-year public college representing 4^8 percent of the 
sample. A lotal of six, or 3.4 percent, who did noj; respond 
to this item, checked 'the* "other" ca'tegory. 
\ • 
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Table 6. 


Type of 


institution 












Absolute 
r requency 


Relative 
Frequency 
i (PCT) 


Adjusted 
Frequency 
(PCT) 


• Cunj. 
Freq. . 
(PCT) 


two-year 
public 


« 

X • 


• 

"7 X 

74 


41.8 


* 

41.8 


41.8 ' 


two-year 
private 


•V - 

c • 


4 „ 


2.3 


4 2.3 


44.1 


four-year 
public 
college . 


3. 


56 


"31.6 


31.6 


75.7 


^our-year 

private 

college 


4. 


37 


* 

20.9 


9. 20.9 


96. 6^ 


other / 


5. 


6 • 


3.4 


3.4 


100.0 


-Total 




177 


100.0 . 


•100.0 
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Findings of the Study 

Purpose 1; fo identify the critical issues facing higher 
education cooperative education as perceived by coopera- 
tive education diragtora . N 

Part B (Issue Statements) of the questionnaire was 
id4g£^ied by the following process: 

•1. An extensive literature review was gonducted to 
identify the major issues referred to by authori- 
t ties in the field* Thte Journal of Cooperative 

Education was reviewed from the issue of November 
1970 volume 7 number 1, through the i^sue of 
Spring 1979 volume 15 dumber 3. Books on coopera- 
tive ecjpcat ion' were reviewed inc lading Handbook 
of Cooperative Education , by AsaS. Knowles and ' 

v' 
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Associates , 1971; Cooperative Education , by Ronald 
W. S tad t and Bill G. Gooch, 1977; ^ Cooperative 
Education in Comymni ty Colleges , by Barry Heerman,- 
1973. United States Office*of Education funded co- 
operative education project reports were also 
reviewed^' • * v 

*• 0 

2. Telephone interviews were conducted with twenty 
selected leaders in the field of cooperative' 
education to identify , current issues a>s perceived 
by these leaders, 
k^/ — * 
JT^kaa result. of the literature reviews and tele- 
phone interviews, 71 potential issues were identic 
fied. . These potential issues were submitted to 
an expert panel for .critical review. 

• 

4. A questionrfaire was developed which included 55 
issues in cooperative education. The 55 issue 
statements reflect a synthesis of the critical 
reviews by the expert panel. - 

The questionnaire was administered to the random sample 
of cooperative education directors who provided the infotma- 
\^ tion necessary to address this purpose. Respondents were 
requested to indicate the importance of each of the 55 
issues. The rating scale for each issue contained five re- 
sponse categories (1) No Importance, (2) Little Importance, 
(3) important, (4) Very Important, and (5) Critical. Thus, 
it was possible to determine the arithmetic mean of impor- 
tance for each> tissue statement for the responding directors 
as a group. V 

For descriptive purposes, these, means were ranked from 
1 through 55 with a ranking of 1 assigned to the issue with 
the greatest amount of importance and 55 to the issue' with 
'the least amount ofltoportance. * 1 
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Findings for the director's responses to the 55 issue 
statements are presented in tabular form below. Table 7 
gives the issue statement number in* Part B of the question- 
naite r rank and mean for 55 issu^ statements as reported! ^ 
by directors. * 
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Table" 7. issue statement rank, .issue statement , and mean 
for 55 issue statements as ^reported by directors 

Statement , / 
Rank Number Issue Statement i jA Mean 

1 13 The best techniques of developing 

. institutional commitment in terms - 

Qf administrative , faculty, staff, . * 

and financial support 4.200 

The' extent to which cooperative 
education is accepted as a valid < 
mode of study, on par with aca- 
demic study 4.120 

Determining the proper amount of 
0 * structure which should be built 

iffrto students' co-op experience, 
. 'in order to insure that they have 
meaningful learning experiences 4.046 

4 12 Maintaining *thfe quality of cooper- \ 

1 • ative education work assignments * 

with an increasing number of insti- 
tutions and students participating 4.011 

5.5 28 The <Jesirability of offering aca^- 
demic credit for students' coop- 
erative education experiences 4.006 

5?5 48 Developing cooperative education 
programs which can become cost- 
_ — .^effective in the financial struc- 
ture of. the institution 4^0 06 

r 
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Table 7. Continued 



\ 



Statement ^ 
Rank Number Issue Statement - Mean 

7 44 The best techniques of internal- 

izing and integrating cooperative 
s education into the philosophies 
and curriculums of institutions 
^ of higher education 3.949 

8 • 7 \ responsibility of m the college 
_J * or university in preparing the co-^op 

student for his or her initial co- 
'operative education assignment 

; 9 29r if academic credit is offered, 

determining the proper amount* to be 
granted and the basis for* assigning 
this credit 3.874 

» • 

10 5 The extent to whicfr the philosophy 

of cooperative education integrates 
or conflicts with other educational 
philosophies of the institution- 3.839 

11 38 If academic credit is granted for 

cooperative education, whether this 
credit should be used toward gracJua- 
\ tion, or as an add-on to the gradua- 

tion requirements / 3.771 

* 

12 39 If faculty agre involved, whether the#r 

load determination should be 'calculated 
■\ as^part of their regular load or as an 

overload, or s>n some other basis , x 3.759 

13 31 The best system of distributing ( _ \ 

federal funds so as to have the most ~ 
meaningful impact on the developj 
of cooperative education progr^ 

14 19 • Tfoe impact of federal (Title 

funding in terms of the devel( 
and meaningful growth of coopet_ „ 
education programs 3.744 

15 4 9 The level in the institutional admin- 

istrative hierarchy whitfre the person 
responsible for co-op should report 3.737 



ERIC 




25 



4; 
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Table 7. ' Continued 



Statement 

Rank Number . Issue Statement Mean 

16 8 The inclusion of the cooperative 

< education professional staff in 
the faculty ranking, terilire* and- 
promotion *system 3.726 

r 

17 37 The best techniques of improving ? 

the quality of individuals re- • 
: sponsible for managing ,coopera- . 
tive education programs 3.699 

*18 22 The extent to which the high turn-over 

of cooperative education personnel - 
Was impact on the success of coopera- 
tive education programs 3.^76 

19 r 18 The extent to which cooperative 

education is a viable instructional 

strategy for uSe in liberal arts and 

other nontechnical programs 3.672 

20 55 The extent to which there is clarity 

of role definition among directors , f 
coordinators , ,<and faculty in coopera- 
tive education programs 3.663 



ERJC 
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21 5*4 The extent to which the alternating 

co-op calendar affects curricular 
^ design and coiirs^ scheduling 3.659 

22 4 The extent to which .the 'degree of 
N co-op calendar affects curricular 

design and course scheduling 3.645 

23 27 The location of the cooperative* 

education office in the institutional 
.organizational structure. (Acadera^e*^ 
affairs/student personnel services) ^^3.611 

24 3 The trend towards the merger of coop- 

erative education and placement ser- 
vices in colleges and universities 3.609 

25 15 The role played by cooperative educa- 

tion in tervin£jbhe needs of the 
; 'socially and economically disadvantaged 

student 3.,560 
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TaBley 7 . CoMinued 



Statement 



J 




Rank number Issue Statement Mean 

26.5 24 .The extent to which cooperative edu- 
cation can serve the "older" and 
"second-degree" students who are ex- 
pected to comprise an increasingly 
larger percentage of the*college 
"population - 3.506 

26.5 45" . The use of FTE's (full-time equiva- 
lent students) as an internal fund- 
ing source for cooperative education 3.506 

1 The extent to which regular faculty 
members With assignments i*i teaching 
and/or research can_be effective serv- 
ing as coordinators in the cooperative 
education program * 3.491 

9 29 43 gbe desirability of having more finan- 

\ y cial suj*|>ort from th^ federal lejiel s 
* in cooperative education 3.489 

30 11 . The impact of state and federal em- 

ployment regulations on the develop- 
r ment and implemen t£^pn of cooperative 
education programs 3.477 

31 ' 2 The current proposal evaluation* pro- 

cess followed by the United States 
OHfice of Education which allows out- 
side readers to make the major funding 
^ decisions 3.455 

32 10 The best methods of coordination , and 

the frequency of employer visitations 
necessary for a "long distance" co- 
operative education program 3.412 

33.5 li The problems associated with the trans- 
ferability of cooperative education 
j credit from the two-year college level 
▼ to the four-year college or university 

l«vel q » 3.406 

33.5 34 \ The desirability of the college work 

study program <uid the cooperative edu- 
cation activity operating more, closely 
together in the/ future** , 3.406 
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Table 7. Continued 




.Statement 
Number 



Issue Statement 



Mean 



9 
21 



37 



26 



38 



39 



42 



47 



40 32 



41 



42 



46 



51 



43 



16 



The quantity and quality of research 
in the field of cooperative education 



3.366 



The extent to which the cooperative 
education office should be responsible 
'for the majority of the student place- 
ments in tshe cooperative education pro- 
gram. (Student developed versus 
co-op offide deyeloped ^positions) 3.358 

The extent 'to which cooperative edu- 
cation should be limited to those stu- . . 
dents who have definitive career plaris 
or open to all regardless of their 
status in the career development 



process 



3.345 



If faculty are actively involved in 

the coordination phase of the program, 

whether the cost of program operation 

is prohibitive to this involvement - 3.335 

•£tte five year limitation to Title 
VIII USOE funding for cooperative ^ 
education programs 



3.297 



The extent to which the federally 
fundfcd co-op training centers are 
responsive to the needs of new per- 
somfel moving into cooperative edu- 
cation 

The quality of leadership provided 
by the United States Office or 
Education 

The use by the USOE (United States 
Office of Education) of weighted cri- 
teria in the proposal process to 
determine who receives Title VIII 
funding 

The desirability of definirig coopera- 
tive education to include experiential 
education, internship programs, field 
education, etc. 



3.291 



• 3.276 



3.265 



3.246 
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Table 7. Continued 



Statement 

Rank Number * Issue Statement Mean 

44 25 „ 'The relationship which should exist 

between cooperative programs pper- - 
♦ * ated at the secondary school/ com- 
* raunity cdllege/technical college, 

and foirtr-year college levels 3.223 

45 53 TheN^tent to which non-paid volun- 

• teer work experiences should be con- 

sidered as part of cooperative edu- 
cation • 3.207 

4^ • 33 The extent to which the federally 
*~ funded co-op training centers are 
responsive to the needs % experi- 
enced personnel in the 'field 3.198 

47. 6 The role played by cooperative edu- 

cation in serving the needs of the 
physically handicapped student 3.166 

48 23 The desirability of training and 

certifying selected .individuals who 
would be ^available t<\ evaluate co- 
operative education programs * 3.1>26 

49 40 The role played by the national Com- 

mission for Cooperative Education in^ 
terms of national leadership foy-v co-f * 
operative education ^ ) 3.121 



50 35 The role played by the €EA (Coopera- 

, tive Education Association) as one of . 
the national professional organizations 
for cooperative educatipn personnel , 3.115 

51 36 The type of co-op calendars followed 

(i.e. alternating , extended day, field 
experience, parallel) by colleges and 
universities * 3 . 04Q 



29 



Table - 7 . Continued 



Statement 

Rank N umber Issue Statement 



Mean 



52 41 m 9tie extent to which federal fund- 

ing (Title VIII) should move to 
4 s the large urban based institutipn 3.000 

53 1% The desirability of -establishing 

national standards for the account- , 

ability of cooperative education 

programs , 2.943 

54 2 Q The extent to which cooperative edu- 

cation is a viable instructional 
methodology ff or use in graduate pro- 
grams / 2.918 

55 50 The desirability of institutions 

of higher education responding to the ' 
increased need for qualified co- 
operative education personnel by es- 
tablishing bachelors' and graduate % 
programs in cooperative, education 2.787 
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Purposed: To determine the relative importance of these 
issues as perceived by cooperative education directors and 
their supervisors , ■ ; # 



The questionnaire completed by the two refference groups 

(co-op directors and supervisors) contained 55 issue state- 

# 

ments related to cooperative education. Both respondent 
groups~were requested to respond to each of the 55 issue 
statements on the questionnaire. Findings for both directors 
and their supervisors are shown together in Table 8. This, 
Table givfes the complete issue statement , it's number from 
the questionnaire , means, standard deviations , and rank^order 
of the means for the 55 issue statements'. * 
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Table 8. Means, standard deviations, and rank by reference 
gr6up of 55 issue statements 



Group and 

Issue , « 
Statements 



Mean 



SO 



Rknk 



Statement 1: 



Directors 
Supervisors 

r 

Statement 2; 



Directors 
Supervisors 

Statement 3: 



Directors 
Supervisors 

^ Statement 4 ; 



Directors 
Supervisors 



O 

The extent to which regular faculty members 
with assignments in teaching and/or research 
can be effective serving as coordinators in 
the cooperative education program 



3.491 
3.689 



1.061 
0.^97 



*28 
12 



The current proposal evaluation process fol- 
lowed by the United States Office of Educa- 
tion which allows outside readers to make the 
major funding decisions. 



3.455 
3.458 

The trend towards thl 
education and plac 
and universities. 

3.609 
3.598 





f cooperative 
in colleges 



1.079 24 
0.980 21 



The' extent to~ which the degree of co-op pro- 
gram centralization or decentralization im- 
pacts on the* development of viable coopera- 
tive education programs. 



3.645 
3.438 



1.052 
1.148 



22 
30 



V 
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Table 8 . . Continued . 



Group and 

Issue 
Statements 



Mean 



Rank 



Statement 5: 



Directors 
Supervisors 

Statement 6: 



Directors 
Supervisors 

Statement 7: 



Directors 
Supervisors 

Statement 8: 



Directors 
Supervisors 

Statement 9: 



Directors 
Supervisors 

Statement 1(X: 



Directors 
Supervisors 



The extent to which the philosophy of coopera- 
tive education integrates or conflicts with 
other educational philosophies of the institu- 
tion. 



3.839 
3.985 



s 



l.b90 
1.004 



10 
6 



The role played by cooperative education in 
serving the needs of the physically handicapped 
student. 



3.166 
3.2&5 



1.023 
0.924 




The responsibility of. the college or university 
in preparing the co-op student for his or her 
initial cooperative education assignment. " 



3.886 
4.045 



0.823 
0.837 



8 



v 



The inclusion of the cooperative education 
professional staff in the 'faculty ranking, 
tenure, and promotion system. 



3.726 
3.285 



1.096 
1.228 



16 
37 



The quantity and quality of research in the^ 
field of cooperative education. 



3.366 
3.189 



0.930 
0.942 



35 
40 



The best methods of coordination, and the fre- 
quency of employer visitatio^l necessary for 
a "long distance" cooperative education pro- 
gram. * . _ 



'3.412 
3.500 



1.-047 
0.89S 



32 
25 



33 ^ 
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Table 9 f Continued k 

* 


t 


Group and 
Issue - 
' Statements 


Mean sp * Rank 


* 


Statement 11: 


• 

The impact of stat^ and federal employment 
regulations on the development and implemen- 
tation of cooperative education programs. 


* 


Directors 
Supervisors 


3.477 0.948 . 30 
3.603 1.035 20 




Statement 12: 


Maintaining the quality of cooperative educa- K 
tion work assignments with an increasing 
number of institutions and Students partici- 
pating. 




, Directors 
Supervisors 


4.011 0.916 k 4 
4.038 0.82TT 4 




i 

Statement 13: 


The .best techniquesof developing institu- 
tional commitment in terms of administrative, - 
faculty, staff, and financial support. 




Directors 
Supervisors 


- 4.200 0.830 1 
4.046 0.812 *2 


r 


Statement 4 4 : 


The desirability of establishing national 
standards for the acpountability of coopera- 
tive education programs. 


* 

♦ 


Directors 
Supervisors 


2.943 1.030 53 
2.692 1.136. 54 


f 4 0 


Statement 15: 


to 

The role played by coopefttive education fn 
serving the needs of the socially and eco- 
nomically disadvantaged student. 

4 


0 


Directors 
oupci visurs 

► 


1*^60 ' • 0.962 25, 


> 


Statement 16: 


The desirability of defining cooperative edu- , 
cation to include experiential, education, , 
internship programs, field education, etc. 


i 


Supervisors 


3.3>*v J l.i93 34 


>- 0 




34 [ 

* 


£ 
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Table Continued 



% 1 
Group and • . 

Issue _ - * 
Statements Mean , so'~ ' „ ''Rank 

Statemen t 17 ; The oroblems associated with the transfer- 
ability ofi cooperative education credit from 
the two-year college level to- the four-year 
college or university level. 



Directors* 3.406 ~ 1.15S 33.5 

Supervisors "3.515 1.051 23 

St&tement 18; The extent to which cooperative education is 
a viafcie instructional strategy for use in 
liberal arts and other nontechnical programs. 

Directors. m 3.672 0.969 19 

Supervisors . 3.638 1.012 16 '" 

Statement 19; The' impact of federal -(Title VIII) funding in** 
terms of the development and meaningful growth 
of cooperative education programs. 

Directors ~: 3.744 l.ioo 14 

Supervisors j3.615 19 

Statement 20; T^eextent to which cooperative education is a 
viable instructional methodology for use in 
graduate- programs . 

Directors 2.918 1.079 - 54 

Supervisors 2.890 1.190 • 36 ' 

Statement 21; The extent to which the cooperative education 
office should b*e responsible for the .majority 
of the student placements in the' cooperative 
education program. (Student "developed versus 
co-op office developed positions. J 

Directors 3.358 1.022 36* 

Supervisors 3.462 * 0.925 28 

Statement 22 ; The extent to which the high turn-rove? of 

cooperative education personnel has impact on 
* the success of. cooperative education programs. 

Directors 3.676 1.089 18 

Supervisors 3.477 0.958 27 " 



' 35 ^ 
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Table 8 . . Continued 



Group \and 
Issue 

Statements Mean g» SD Rank 

Statement 23 ; The desirability of training and certifying 
selected individuals who would be available 
to evaluate cooperative- education progri 

Directors 3.126 1.079 

Supervisors 3.171 * 0.953 42? • 

Statement 24 ;, The extent to which cooperative education dan 
serve the "older" and "second-degree" students 
who are expected to comprise an increasingly 
larger percentage of the college population. 

Directors ' 3.506 - 1.035 26.5 

Supervisors 3.531 0.942 22 

# * 

Statement 25 ; The relationship which should exist between 

cooperative programs operated at. the secondary 
school, community college/ technical college, 
and four-year college levels. 

Directors .3.223 1..089 44 

Supervisors 3-238 1.040 39 

Statement 26 ; The extent to which cooperative education 

should be limited to those students' who have' 
definitive career plans or open to all regard- 
less of their. status in the career development 
process. . 

Directs \ 3.345 1.103 37 

Supervisors 3.102 ,1.149 47 



Statement 27 ; The location of the cooperative education 
office in _£he institutional organizational 
structure. (Academic affairs/student 

/ personnel services) - 

Directors . 2.9K 1.139 23 

Supervisors 3.392 1:117 * 33 



Statement 28 : The desirability of offering academic credit 
for students' cooperative education experi- 
ences . 

Directors . '4.006 1.026 55 

Supervisors 3.892 1.058 8* 
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Table 8. Continued * ^ 

Group and 

Issue ' 
Statements Mean SD Rank 

Statement 29 ; If academic credit is offeref, determining 
the proper amount to be granted and the 
basis for assigning this credit. 

k 

Directors ' 3.874 0.922 9 

Supe/visors 4.000 0.835 5 

Statement 30 : Detejrmining the proper amount of structure 
Which should be built into students' co-op 
experience in order to insure that they have * 
meaningful learning experiences. 

Directors ,4.046 0.712 3 

Supervisors 3.962 0.811 7 

Statement 31 : The best system of distributing federal funds 
so as to have the most meaningful impact on 
the development of cooperative education pro- 
"grams. 3 

Directors 3.751 1.085 13 

Supervisors 3.636 1.068 17 

. • 
Statement 32 : The extent to which the federally funded co-op 
training centers are responsive to the needs of 
new personnel moving into cooperative education. 

Directors 3.291 1.069 40 

Supervisors | 3.180 1.023 41 

Statement 33 : The extent to which the federally funded co- 
op training ^centers are responsive to the 
needs of experienced personnel in the field. - 

Directors 3:198 1.112 ' 46 

Supervisors 3.039 1.011 49 

Statement 34 : The desirability of the college work study pro- 
gram and the cooperative education activity * 
operating more closely together in the future. 

Directors 3.406 1.165 33.5 

Supervisors . . 3.^36 . 1.145 * 35 




37 
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Table 8. Continued 



Group and 

Issue 
Statements 



Mean 



SD 



Rank 



Statement 35; The role played by the CEA (Cooperative Edu- 
cation Association) as one of the national 
professional organizations for cooperative 
education personnel. 



Directors 
Supervisors 



3.116 
2.906 



1.069 
1.023 



50 
51 



Statement 36; The type of co-op calendars followed (i.e. 

alternating, extended day, field experience, 
parallel) by colleges and universities. 



Directors 
Supervisors 



3.040 
3.114 



1.039 
1.039 



51 
44 



Statement 37 ; The^best techniques of improving the quality 
of individuals responsible for managing co- 
operative education programs. 



Directors 
Supervisors 

Statement 38: 



Directors 
Supervisors 



3.699 
3.669 



0.808 
0,820 



17 

13.5 



If academic credit is ^granted for cooperative 
education, whether this credit should be used 
toward graduation, or as an add-on to the 
graduation requirements. ^ 



3.771 
3.620 



1.101 
1.058 



11 
15 



Statement 39; If faculty are involved, whether their load - 
determination should be calculated as part of 
their regular load or as an overload, or on 
'\- some other basis. 



Directors 
Supervisors 



3.759 
3.763 



0.979 
1.066 



12 
11 



Statement 40; The role played by the National Commission for 
'Cooperative Education in terms of national 
leadership for cooperative education. 

Directors 3.121 1.119 • 49 

Supervisors 2.832 1.046 53 



9 
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Table 8 . Continued 



30 



Group and 

Issue * 
Statements Mean SD Rank 

Statement 41 ; The extent to which federal funding (Title 
VIII) d^uld move to the large irrban- based 
institKTon. \ 

Di/ectors ^^^m 3.000 -1.323 52 

Supervisors 4^P"^ 3.153 1.344 43 

statement 42 ; If faculty are actively involved in the co- 
] ordination phase of £he program, whether the 

Cost of ( program operation is prohibitive to 
this involvement. • 

• ' 

Directors 1 3*335 0.935 38 

Supervisors .3.408 1.009 . < 32 

Statement 43 ; The desirability of having more financial sup- 
.port from the -federal level in cooperative 
education. ' 

Directors 3.489 1.186 29 

Supervisors 3.508 1.150 24 

Statement 44 ; The best techn^fltjues of internalizing and 

integrating cooperative education into the 
philosophies' and curriculums of institutions 
of higher education. . ' 

Directors 3 . 949* 0.866 7 

Supervisors 3 . 868 0 .990 9 

Statement 45 ; The use of FTE's (full-time equivalent stu- 
dents) as an internal funding ^outce for co- 
operative education. 

Directors 3.406 1.137 . ~ 53 

Supervisors 3.413 ' 1.208 , 31 4 

Statement 46 ; The quality of leadership proyide4 by the 
United States Office of Education.* ' 

Directors 3.276 1.175 41 

Supervisors 2-977 1.229 \ 50 
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Table 8. Continued 



Group and 

Issue .. 
Statements 



Mean 



SD 



Rank 



Statement 47 ; The five year limitation to Title VIII USOE 
funding for cooperative education programs. 



Directors 
Supervisors 



3.297 
3.109 



1.238 
1.335\^ 



39 
46 



Statement 48 ; Developing cooperative education programs 
' ' which. can become cost-effective in the finan- 

cial structure of the institution. 



Directors 
Supervisors 



4.006 
4.076 



0.932 
0:847 



5.5 
1 



Statement 49P"The~ level in the institutional administrative 
hierarchy where the person responsible for 
co-op should report. 



Directors 
Supervisors 



3.737 
P. 496 



0.994 
1.033 



15 
26 



Statement 50 ; The desirability of institutions of higher 
^ education'responding ^to the increased need 



for qualified cooperative education personnel 
by establishing bachelors * and graduate pro- 
grams in cooperative education. 



jDi rectors 
Supervisors 



2.787 
2.595 



1.125 
1.101 



55 
55 

of 



Statement 51 ; The use by the USOE (United States; Office oJ 
Education) of weighted criteria In' tKe pro- 
posal process to determine who receives Title 

^ VIII funding. 



Directors 
Supervisors 



3.265 
3.110 



1.112 
1.063 



42 
45 



Statement 52 ; The extent to which cooperative education is. 

accepted as a. valid mode of study, on par 
with academic study. 



Dire crC & rf 
Supervisors 



4.120 
3.845 



0.930 
1.027 



2 
10 



Table 8.. Continued 



Group and 

Issue . 7 ' \ j 
Stitwnti Mean SD — ; Rank 

■(■' • 

Statement H t-^hi extent to which non-paid volunteaf work 
experiences should ba considered aa part of" 
cooperative aducation. 

Directors 3.2^7 " 1.203 *. r 34.5 

Supervisors 3.085 1.121 48 

Statement 54 t The aidant to which the altarnating co-op 
calender^-af facts curricular design and 
course .achaduling. 

Directors * ' 3.659 . 1.048 21 

Suparvisors 3.313 1.177. 36 

StatMgnt 5S t The fcxtant to which thara is clarity of rola 
definition among diractors, coordinators; tod 
♦factHty, in cooparativa aducation programs. 

Oiracjprf 3*663 1.020 * 20 

SuM«aori 3.. 663 0.999 13.5 



It is noteworthy among directore that of the 55 issua 
statements, that only thraa (numbers 14, 20, and 50) wara " 
evaluated by diractora as 'faUing below "a mean score of 
3 (important) • * . . * 



\ 



Statement 

Number SUtwnt Hya 



14 The desirability of establishing ^ 

national standards for the account- - 
ability of cooperative aducation 2.943 

20 Tha axtant to which conparativa 

aducation is a viabla instructional 

methodology for usa in graduata 

programs 2.918 



50 



yThe desirability of institutions of 
higher aducation responding to tha 
iqftraasad need for qualifiad coop- 
arativa aducation parsonnal by 
••tablishing bachelors' and graduata 

■ educ 



programs in cooperative aducation 2.787 

Tha remaining 52 Issue statements (95 percent) were 
rated by directors as higher than the response category of 
3 (important) . 

' A similar pattern existed for the directors' supervisors 
with six issue statements (numbers 14, 20, 35 ,$Q, 46, and 
50) having' overall means which fell below 3 (important). 



V 



Statement \ 

Number^ Statement Mean 

14 4 The desirability of establishing 
.♦ national standards for the account- 

ability of cooperative education - 2.692 

20 The extent to which comparative 

education is a viable instructional 

methodology for use in graduate 

programs 2.890 



42 - 



14 



Statement 
Number 



35 



40 



46 



50 



Statement 



Mean 



vr : 
The role played by the CEA 
-(Cooperative Education Association) "» 
as one of the national professional 
organizations for cooperative educa- > 
tlon personnel 2.906 

The role played by the National, 
Commission for Cooperative Educa- 
tion in terms of national leader- 
ship for cooperative education 2.832 

The quality of leadership provided - 
by the. United States Office of 

Education 2.977 * 

The desirability of institutions' of 
higher education responding to the . : ^*~r" 

increased need for qualified coopera- 
tive education personnel by establish- 
fhg bachelors' and graduate programs 
in cooperative education *» 2.595 



The remaining 49 issue statements (89 percent) were 
evaluated by the directors' supervisors as exceeding impor- 
tant with a mean response of 3 (important) or higher. 

Examination of trtf£ data revealed a relatively large 

standard deviation for responses with a range from a low$$f - 

.712 to a high of 1.344. The researcher examined the issue 

* 

statements which revealed similarities in bread categories 
to which groups of issues appeared affiliated. The question 
was asked if the. co-op directors and their supervisor in 
the sample' generally agreed upon certain issues that were re- 
lated and" what degree of reliability existed in the responses 
to the related issue statements? 
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35 

v , • * 

Factor Analysis and Test 
of Reliability • ' 
* 

An exploratory factor analysis was performed on the 
responses to the issue statements by co-op directors and 
supervisors as a single responding group. Together, the 
n ■ 177 of co-op directors, and n ■ 133 of supervisors, cpn- 
stituted an n ■ 310 which was sufficiently large to complete 
a factor analysis on the responses to the 55 issue state- 
ments. The purpose of this statistical technique was to 
search for underlying commonalities jln the issue statements,, 
develop factor scales based on these commonalities, and test 
to see if there were significant differences oh these factor 
scales as' a function of differences in either school type or 
regipn and nature of the respondent. . ^ 

Factor analysis was performed using- a Burroughs B6800 
computer and the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS) release 8, 'statistical program. The Varimax rotation 
procedure was selected to maximise the variance of the J 
squared loadings for each column. Principal factoring with- 
out iteration (PA1) was selected because there were no 
assumptiqns made about the general structure of the variables. 
Missing "data wa* not replaced by the variable mean for 
computation of factor scores, rfcctors with eigen values of 
1.0 or greater were retained for interpretation and analysis. 

To aid in the interpretation of the data, the raw'f actor 
loading patterns were orthogonally rotated (varimax procedure) 
Items which cross loaded on two or more factors were difficult 



to interpret. Therefore if an item had a factor loading of 
>|.3| on two or more factors the issue statement was deleted. 
However, if the issue statement loaded considerably higher 
on one factor and had a minimal loading of >|.5|.on the 
factor, the issue statement was retained to assure that no 
issue would be removed that may contribute to an understand- 
ing, of the dimensionality sought through the factor analysis 
procedure. The process was then repeated for a total*of six 
iterations of the factor analysis procedure. - * A 

On the sixth and final iteration factor analysis was 
performed to confirm the stability of the factors .using 25 
issues resulting in a solution of seven factors with three 
issues which loaded on two factors with a factor score^of 
.3 or greater. However, the principle factor score for each 
of the three*4ssues exceeded .6 with the second loading not 
exceeding .32. It was believed that the three issues should 
be retained for reliability testing. 

A tes^ of reliability was -performed using Cronbach's 
Alpha to determine 'the internal consistency of the issues . 
comprising the solutions for the seven factors as suggested 
by Nunnally _(i967) . An alpha- coefficient At .5 or higher 
was usea for the criteria of including factors for consider- 
ation in the experimental construct of related issue dimen- 
sions (factor scales) . 
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The resulting test of reliability yielded alpha co- 
efficients as shown in Table -9. 

. - t ■ 



le 9. Factor alpha coefficients 
factor Alpha coefficient 

1 ' . « .88r 

2 .795 

3 .687- 

4 .708 
\ .450* 

i-?r ^212 

Coefficients belov^ criterion of .5 



Five of- the seven derived factor scales appeared to 
reach acceptable levels ,of ^internal consistency. The ex- 
ploratory search for dimensions that the respondents effec- 
tively agree upon was considered successful by the researcher. 
Table 10 shows the factor *sca^ number, the generic title 
* Assigned each factor scale by 4e researcher, and the issues 
comprising each of the five factor scales that can be said to 
be, reliable from the 310 responses by co-op directors and 
their supervisors, and the factor score for each issue. 
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Table 10. Factor scales, A-E, issue statements, factor 
loadings and factor .and issue mean 
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Issue 

NO. 



Issue statement 



Factor 
Loading 



Factor and 
Issue Mean 



Factor Scale (A) 



Federal funding criteria , 
structure/ and procesf 



2. 



19. 



31. 



32 



33. 



43. 



47. 



51. 



.The current proposal evaluation 
\ process followed by the United « 
States Office of Education which 
allows outside readers to make 
the major funding decisions * 59380 

✓ * 
The impact of federal (Title VIII) 
funding in terms of the develop- 
ment and meaningful growth of co- 
operative education programs .75483 

The best system of distributing 
federal funds so as to have the 
most meaningful impact on the * 
development of cooperative edu- 
cation programs y .81163 

The extent to which the federally 
funded co-op training centers are ^ 
responsive to the needs of new 
personnel moving into cooperative 
education • .72185 

The extent, to which the federally 
funded co-op* training 'centers are 
responsive to the needs of experi- , 
enced personnel in the field .72427 

The desirability of having more 
■ financial support from the federal 
level in cooperative education : 73 716 

The five year limitation to Title 
VIII OSOE funding for cooperative 



education programs 

The use by the OSOE (United States 
Office of Education) of weighted 
criteria in the proposal process 
to determine who receives Title 



.75079 



VIII funding 



1 



*. 75251 



47 



3.283 



3.455 



3.707 



3.733 



3.233 



3.113 



3.477 



3.222 



3.184 



A 



Table 10. Continued 



Issue 
No. 



Issue Statement 



Factor Factor and 
Loading issue Mean 



Factor Scale (B) 



.28. 



29. 



30. 



38. 



Academic credit and 
curriculum structure 



The desirability of offering aca- 
demic credit for students' co- 
operative education experiences 

-If academic credit is offered', 
determining the proper amount to 
be granted and the basis for 
assigning this credit 

Determining the proper 'amount of 
structure which should be built 
into students' co-op experience 
in order to insure* that they have 
meaningful learning 'experiences 



.71368 



.80691 



.70733 



If academic credit is granted for 
cooperative education, whether 
this credit should be used toward 
graduation, or as an add-on to the 
graduation requirements .66390 



3.838 



3.950 



3.-9W 



3.992 



3.711 



Factor Scale (C) Organizational placement 
• ana institutional inte-*~ 
gration ; 



8. 



27. 



49. 



The inclusion of the. cooperative 
education professional staff in the 
faculty ranking,' tenure, and promo- 
tion system .66789 

The location of the cooperative < 
education office in the institu- ' 
> tionAl organizational structure. 
(Academic affairs/student person- 
nel services) 



The level in th* institutipnal 
administrative hierarchy where 
the pefsoft responsible for co-op 
should report 



.77142 



72407 



3.510 

* 1 

J 

3.553 



3.541 



3.658 
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Table 10. Continued 



Issue ^ Factor Factor and 

VNo. Issue Statement \ Loading Issue Mean' 

Factor Scale (D) Coordination between 

two- and four-year ' 
colleges 3.341 

» > 

17. Ths problems associated with the . 
transferability of cooperative 
education r cr eta t from the \two-year 
college level to the four-year 

college or university level .75697 3.474 

24. The extent to which cooperative 
education can serve the "older" 
and "second-degree" students 
who are expected to comprise an 

. increasingly larger percentage ^ 

of the college population? . -.54113 3.534 

25. The relationship which should 
exist between cooperative pro- 
grams operated at the secondary 
school, community college/ tech- ' 
nical college, and four-yet 

college levels - \ .75515 3.241 



Factor Scale (E)' Faculty Involvement 3.400 



1. The extent to which regular) faculty 
members with assignments ,in/ teach- 
ing and/or research can be effec- 
tive serving as coordinators in' the 
cooperative education program ~ .72597 3.571 

' 1 / _ 

42. if faculty are actively involved 
in the coordination phase 5 of the 
program, whether the cost of pro- 

gram operation is prohibitive to — S 
this involvement t .71313 3.365 



\ 
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Based upon the relatively high -internal consistency 
4emonstrated by the factor analysis and reliability 
procedures .described above, a description of the five 
resulting factor scales was accomplished and assigned letter 
designations. Issues comprising each factor scale were 
treated as equally contributing to each factor scale and a 
single variable scale was constructed for each of the five 
factors by summing and averaging the responses to each scale. 
Descriptive statistics were computed on the newly created 
factor scales. Table 11 shows the means, standard * 
deviations and rank order of means for each of these factor 
scales. 



Table 11. 



Factor 
Scale 



Means, standard deviations, and rank of factor 
scales for co-op directors and their supervisors 
as a group 



A Federal funding criteria, . 
structure, and process 


ngan 

3.283 


SD 
.934 


Rank 

5 


B Academic credit and 
curriculum structure 


3.838 


.856 


1 


C ' Organisational placement and 
institutional integration 


3,510 


.926 


2 


D Coordination between two- 
and four-year cdl leges 


3.341 


.935 


4 


tr ] Faculty involvement 


3.400 


.928 


3 
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All of the five factor scales had maan scores which fell 
between (3) important, and (4) very important. The Value of 



examining the five factor scales resides in the agreement of 

» 

respondents concerning the issues comprising the factor 
scales. Thus, it can be stated that thj co-op directors and' 
their supervisors responding to the questionnaire perceived 
the area of academic credit and curriculum structure (Factor 
Scale B) as most important followed by organizational' place- 
ment and institutional integration (Factor Scale C)£knd so 
on as sjjflsm in Table 11. 

* 

Purpose 3: To determine If differences exist between 
director s and their supervisors in terms of the perceptions 
of the importance of* these critical issues 

» * 

biffarancaa Bgtwggn Diractora 
and Suparvisora for the 
factors " 

A T-test for differences .among the issue statement means 
of the co-op* directors and tAeir supervisors was used to com- 
pare responses of each group in their perceptions of the impor- 
tance Of the five factor scales. The T-test was applied to 
each factor scale 'for the two respondent groups. The level 
of significance was set at .05. * 

A significant difference. (.05 level) was found on only 
one of the five factor scales. A pooled variance estimate 



a-t 



. Si 



! * 
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tested the . two-tailed probability level at .002 for factor 
scale C, Organizational Placement and Institutional inte- 
gration ,as sh£wn in Table 12. 



Table 12. Difference between co-op directors and their 

supervisors for factor. C, found at the .05 level 





2-tailed 








Super- 




Factor Factor 


Prob- 


T- « 


Director 


visor 




Scale Title 


ability 


Value 


Mean 


S/D 


Mean 




C Organizational 














placement and. 














institutional 


* 












integration 


t002 


3.11 


3.650 


0.912 


3.323 0 


.913 

















Co-op directors rated the importance of factor scale c as 
higher than did their supervisors. 

• r 

Differences Between Directors f * 

and Supervisors on the Issues m 

A T-test for differences among the issue statement means 
of the co-op directors- and their supervisors was used to com- 
pere-responses of each group in their perceptions of the im- 

portance of each of the 55 issue statements. The T-test 

' - « 

was applied to each issue for the two respondent groups. The 

level of significance was set at .05. 
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1 -> 
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Table 13 shows the -issues where significant differences 
existed between co-op directors and their supervisors by the 
computed 2-tailed probability, T-value, and the mean and 
standard deviation for both groups. 

For all six issue statements where there was a statis- 
tical difference between groups, co-op directors perceived 
a higher importance of the issue than did their supervisors. 
• ^ A coefficient of concordance was computed to determine 
the extent of agreement between the issue statement rankings 
by directors and supervisors (see Table 7) . The formula 
used was taken from Ferguson, 1976, pp. 373-376, and is 
shown below along with the computed S value and coefficient 
of concordance for the rankeTf means : 



Coefficient of (W) - m 1 ? 5 , - .94 

VT (N -N) =. 



Purpose 4: To determine if differences exist between two^y^ 
d four-year college directors in terms of the perception of 
he importanoe of the critical issues . 

} A T-test for differences among the issue statement means 
o^ the two-y*ar college co-op directors and the four-year * 
cjbllege disectocp was used to compare responses of each group 
in their perceptions of the importance' of the five 
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factor scales. The T-te^t was applied to each factor scale 

m r 

for the two respondent groups. The level of significance 
was set ^t the .05 level. 

Table 13. Differences between co-op directors and their 
supervisors on issue statements found at the 
.05 level • ^ 

2- • ' " 1 

Issue Tailed Co-op v - 

Issue State- Prob- T- ■ Director Supervisor 

No. roent ability Value Mean S/D ; Mean S/D 

8. The inclusion of the cooperative educati«yaH?rofessional 
staff in the faculty ranking , tenure, and promotion 
system. 

w -001 3.30 3.726 1.096 ' 3.295 1.226 

14. The desirability of establishing national standards for 
the ^idcount ability of cooperative education ^programs* 

.044 2.02 2.943 1.030 2.692 1.136 

40. The role played by the National Commission for Coopera- 
tive Education in terms of national leadership for 
cooperative education. 

.023 2.29 3.121 1.119 2.832 . .1.046' 

46. The quality of leadership provided by the United States 
Office of Education. v \ 

. % -032 2.15 3.276 1.175 2.^77 1.229 

49. The level in the institutional administrative hiejarj/hy 
where the person responsible for co-op should report. 



^ .040 2.06 3.737 0.932 2.977 1.3 



54. ( The extent to which the alternating co-op calender 
affects curricular design and course . scheduling. 

.007 2.70 3.659 1.048 ^.313 1.177 
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A significant difference existed' heayeen two-year col- 
lege ,co-op directors and four.-year college directors on 
thres^of the five factor scales. Table 14 shows' the ,com- 
puted 2 -tailed probability, T-value/and the mean and atan- 
dard deviation for both groups where statistically signifi- 
cant differences existed on the three factor scales. 



Table 14. Differences between co-op directors responses to 
. factors at tjfflkyear and four-year colleges found 
at the .05 jgll 



Factor * Factor 
Scale .Title 

s - 

h B ' Academic* cr^ 
& curricu^m 
•tnj^ture 




2-Tailed Two-year Four-year 

Prob* T Colleges Colleges 
ility Value "M»an v " a/D. ' . Mean *Tg/b 



.017 



0 Cooxdination 
between two* 
and four- 

yi^ar colleges .000 

E ~ Faculty 

Involvement .017 



2.40 3.965 .777 . 3.732 .906 



5.48 3.641 .802 3.091 .966 1 



n 
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X* can be seen in Table 14, the two-ye^r collage 
directors rated the importance of the three factor scales 
significantly higher than the four-year college directors. 

A T-test for differences among the issue statement 
means of the co-op directors responses at two-year and four- 
year colleges was used to compare the directors at each 
type, of institution.*. The T-test was applied to each issue 
statement for the two-year college directors and the four- 
year college directors. The level of significance was set 
at the .05 level. 

Table 15 shows the issues Chere significant differences 

existed between co-op directors and two-year and four-year 

colleges by the computed 2-tailed probability, T-value and 

the m e«a j u >d standard deviation for both groups where sta- 
i ... 
tistically significant differences existed on 15 of the 

issues. (This is considerably more differences than would 
be- expected by chance.) 

Issue statement means for the two-year college direc- 
tors exceeded four-year college directors in 13 Of the 15 
statistically significant differences between the two groups. 
jOn issue 21 and issue 54, four-ffcax college directors rated 
the two issue* as more important than did two-year college 
directors 1 
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Table 15. Differences between co-op directors fttsponses to 
• ^ iuuw at two-year and four-year college* found 
. at the .05 level 



Issue laaua 
No, Statement 



2- 
Tailad 
Proba- 



T- 



Two-year 
College 



Four-year 
Colla<ra 



bility Value Mean S/D Maan . S/D 



1. 



Tha axtant to which regular faculty memberefiwith 
assignments in teaching and/or research can ba 
affactiva serving as coordinators in tha cooperative 
education program. • 



.000 



5.19 3.934 .929 3.152s 1.034 



8. 




Tha incluaion of the cooperative education professional 
staff in the faculty ranking, tenure, and promotion 
system. 



.019 2.38 3 



.942^ . 



992 3.556 1.145 



The impact, of state and federal employment regulations 
on the development and implementation of cooperative 
education programs. * ' 



.005 2.84 3.707 .897 ■ 3.303 



.952 



* 16. The desirability of defining cooperative education to 
include experiential education, internship programs, 
i .field education, etc. 



:007 2.71 ^.540 1.160 3.020 1.325 



17. The problems .associated vith the transferability of 
* cooperative education credit from the two-year college 



level to the four-year college or university level i 

# 

.000 6,32 3.961 .901 2.980 



21. 



The extent- to which, the cooperative educaticii office 
should be responsible for the majority of the student 
placements ,in the cooperative education program. 
(Student developed versus Co-op Office developed 
positions) — * 



1.152 



.022 -2.31 3.158 1.046 3.516 



.980 
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Table 15 . Continued 



Su 



iue 

No. 



I»fU« 

Statement 



2- 
Tailed 
Prdba- 



. Two-year 
T- College 



billty Value Mean S/D 



' Pour-year 

College 
Mean S/D 



24 



r 



25, 



28. 



30, 



38. 



45, 



52. 



The extent to which cooperative education, can serve 
the "older" and "second-degree" students who are ex- 
pected tOjContprise an increasingly larger percentage 

of the college population. - 

* - 

.037 2.10 3.693 .972 3.364 1.064 

The relationship which should 'exist between cooperative 
programs operated at the secondary school; community 
college/technical collegeT~and four-year college levels. 

.001 3.48 3.540 1.051 2.980 1.059 

The desirafr^ty of offering academic credit for 
studentsr cooperative education experiences. 



:*JF cooper, 



002 3.10 4.263 , .822 3.808 1.122 

Determining the proper amount of structure which should 
be built into students' co-op experience in order to 
insure that they have meaningful . learning experiences. 



.Q40 2.07 4.173 .685 3.950 



,72 



If academic credit is granted for cooperative education, 
whether this credit should be used toward graduation, 
or as an add-on to the graduation requirements. 



.008 



2.70 4.013 ^872 



3.586 ■ 1.221 



The use of PTE's (full*time equivalent students) as an 
internal funding source for '.cooperative education. 

.001 3.35 3.827 1.095 3.258 1.111 

The 'extent to which 'cooperatives-education is accepted 
as a valid mode of study, on par with academic study. 



.002 3.16 4.355 .687 ' 3.939' ** 1.048 
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Table 15. Continued 

Titled Two-jpear Pour-year" 

•Issue. Issue Proba- T- College College 

Wo. Statement bilitv Value Mean S/D Mean S/D 

53. ' The extent to which nonpaid volunteer work experiences 

should be considered as part of cooperative education. 

.013 ' 2.52 3.467 ^ 1.095" 3.010 .1.249 

54. The extent to which the alternating co-op calender 
affects curricular design and course, scheduling. 

.014 -2.5Q 3.432 1.124 3.828 ...959 
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Purpose 5; To determine* if differences exiit between 
directors among the six regions in the Uni ted ^fra tea in their 
perception of the importance of the critical issues . 

The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) among the issue 
statement means of the co-op directors in the six regions 
was used to determine if differences in the perception of 
the importance of each of the five fa^or scales existed. 
The analysis of. variance was -applied to each of the five 
factor scales for the respondent groups from the six regions 
in the United States. Where significant differences at the 
.05- level appeared, the e Tukey test was* used to locate the 
pair or pairs of regions that accounted for the difference 
or differences. . ~„ 

, One factor scale was found to be significantly different 

* * 

among the Sjegions. As Table 16 shows, factor scale D, 

Coordination Between Two- and Four-year Colleges , had an 

«> 

F-ratio of 2.25 with probability of .0494^ The-Tukey test of 

significance , at the ..05 level ^identified the difference to 
exist between region 3 (Northwest); and region 5 (Midwest) . 
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Table 16. Difference! in co-op directors responses to »' 
factors between* two- and four-year colleges 
among the- six regions in the United States 
j a i 
Facto* F«6tor F- F- 

Scale, Ti-tle Ratio Probability 

D Coordination between two- 

and four-year colleges 2.250 0 .,049,9 

Test for Significant Differences 
Means 



Region 1 Region 2 , Region 3 Region 4 « Region 5 Region 6. 

3.708 > 3.134 

♦Region 1 ■ Northeast, Region 2 - Southeast, Region 3 - North 
west, Region 4 -East Central, Region 5 -Midwest, Region 6 
Western 

Additionally, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
among the iWue statement means of the co-op directors, in the 
six regions was used to determine if differences in the per- 
ception of the importance of the issues existed. The analy- 
) sis of variance was applied to each of the 55 issue state- 

ments for the respondent groups fsom the six regions in the 
United. States. Where significant differences at the .05 
level appeared, the Tukey test was used to locate the pair or 
pairs of regions that accounted for 'the difference or 

♦ * 

differences. 

As Table 17 shows, there were nine issues, of the 55 

-Issue statements, that were found to have statistically, 

significant differences among regions^ Table 17 shows the 
P-ratio, the probability of the derived p-ratio, and the 
means for regions where tests revealed significant differ- 
ences .' 
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Table 17. Differences between co-op directors responses to issues in th£ six geographical 
, ' Regions found at the .05 level 



Test fog Significant Differences 
Means 

Issue Issue F- P- Region Region Region Region Region Region 
Mo. Statement Ratio Probability 1 - 2 3- 4 5 6 

15. The role played Jby cooperative education in serving the needs of tfce socially and 
economically disadvantaged student. 

2.586^ .027** 1.000 -» 3.148 

20. . Th€* extent to whicjr cooperative education is a viable instructional methodology for 

vise in graduate programs. 

2 . 5 39 . 0304 2 . 412-4 —3^364 / 

21. The extent to which the cooperative education office should be responsible for the 
majority of the student placements in the cooperative education program (Student 
.developed versus Co-op Office developed positions) . 

4.4716 .0007 3.826 -a — i — ^^-2.882 < / ■ 3.712 

■ : / 

27. The location of the cooperative education office in the institutional organizational 
structure. (Academic affairs/student personnel services.) 

3.071 .0111 3.185 4.206 

38. If academic credit is granted for cooperative education, whether this credit should 
be used toward graduation, or as an add-on to the graduation requirements. 

3.333 .0068 • ' 3.415<— 4.333 



62 ' ' , 63 



i 

TaBle 17. Continued 



Test for Significant Differences' 



z Means 
Issue Issue F- f- Region Region Region Region Region Region 4 
No. Statement Ratio Probability 1 2 3 J 5 j 

47. The five year limitation to Title VIII USOE funding for cooperative education programs, 

2.220* .0546 . 3.765 2.700 

48. Developing cooperative^ducatioi) programs which can become cost-effective in thJ 
financial structure of the institution. 7 

* 2.407 .0387 c The Tukey test did not fincj. any two groups, 

significantly different at the .05 level 
j \ 

49. The level in the institutional administrative hierarchy where the person responsible 
for co-op should report. 

J £.410 .0385 3.296< 4.029 

54. The extent jto which the alternating co-op calendar affects curricular design and 
course scheduling. 

. 

2.348 .0432 ' 3.185< 4.000 

T ; . . 

Issue 47 did not have a significant F-ratio, however the probability was very near .05, 
and the Tukey test did locate a significant difference between region 4 and 6. 
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ConclUgiong and Recommendations ^ 

* 

V- 

A comprehenaiva review of tha cooparativa education 
literature raaultad in tha idantification of a larga number * 
of .critical issues facing cooparativa aducation personnel 
in inatitutiona of higher education in the United Statea. 
The lack of reeearch concerning the collective identifica-? 
tion of > and Ae perceived importance of, the iaauee was the 
purpoae of thia atudy. The findinga of this study should** 
add to the growing body of knowledge concerning the issues 
and should provide a focua for the cooperative education com- 
munity in addreaaing the iaauea. 

The aecond aection of this report presented the charac- 
teriatica of the directors in the eamp%e, and the major 
findings according to tlje purpoaes stated. Thia aection 
will present the conclusions ami recommendations based uppn 
these characteristics and findings. 

Characteristics of the Directors 

in the Sample ' ^ 

The majority of the items on the directors 1 question- 
naire related to identifying the respondents characteristics 
were descriptive in nature and did not/ by design, lead tfc % 
conclusions and recommendations (see Table 3-6). The find- 
ings for some of the purposes did, however, imply conclusions 
and/or recommendations based on rather obvious assumptions. . 
These conclusions and recommendations are identified below. 
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1. The majority (85.2 percent) of directors responding 
had more than one year of experience xn their current posi- 
tion in cooperative education (se*e Table 3) . This suggests 
that a significant majority of the respondents had an ex- 
periential basis upon which to evaluate the importance of 
the 55 issue statements. 

2. The majority (74.6 percent) of cooperative education 
directors were men (see Table 4). The minority proportion 

of female directors in the sample indicates that the re- 
cruitment of women Into administrative positions in coopera- 
tive education should be given a higher priority. 

3. The predominant age of directors (48.2 percent") is 
between 33 and 46 years of age and a large proportion ■> 
(98.9 percent) is 26 years of age or more < (see Table 5). 
This suggests a relatively mature group of directors. Com- 
bined with. the experience in position (see 1 above), the 
frame of reference qf most of the respondents is from a 
broad experience, and adds to the credibility of the .results 
of this study. 

Purpose It To identify the critical issues facing higher 
education cooperative education as perceived by cooperative 
education directors I 
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This purpose was primarily descriptive in nature and 
resulted in the rank ordering of the issue statement 'means 
as perceived by directors and supervisors. A large pro- 
portion of the issue statements were perceived as important 
to critical by both groups. 

Prom the directors responses there were six issue state- 
ment^means which exceeded 4.0 (very important), and five 
issue statement means which exceeded a value of 4.0 for 
the supervisors responses. The most important issue state- 
ments common to both groups are noted below: 



* Means 

Statement > Super- 
Number Statement Directors visors 

12 Maintaining the quality of cooperative 
education work assignments with an 
increasing number of institutions 

and students participating 4.011 4^30 

13 The best techniques of developing 

institutional commitment in terms 

of administrative, faculty, Staff, ' I 

and financial support ✓ 4.200 r 4.046 

48 Developing cooperative education 
programs which can become cost- • 
\ effective in the financial struc- 
ture of the institution 4.006 < 4.076 



Issue 12 related to providing quality work stations with 
increasing numbers of cooperative educatipn students being 
placed. In some areas\ where a number of institutions are ♦ 
geographically in cloee\ proximity, serious -problems of a 
sufficient number of_>dequate work stations may be limited by 
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the n*ature of th. local economy. As th4 fecj £ increases, 
•long distant* ♦ co-op placements will increase, adding to 
financial and logistical .proclaim of co-op parsonnal. ".The 
long distance issue, number 10, mean rating of 3.412 and 3.5 
''^respectively can be expected to be a future trend and be- 
come a"\erioue issue for some institutions. It is recom- 
mended that long range planning for this issue Be- addressed 
,by those program directors who have local ecdnomit conditions 
' which could increase, "long-^tf stance" placements. 

' A number of alternatives are available, which may in- 
clude some of the following! 

. .^1. A decision to eatabliah a policy of NO "long-dis- 
tance" co-op placements. 

2. Restricting the siza^of co-op programs by increas- 
^ ing admittance requirements, or other policy 

j changes. 

3. Developing a regional system or consortium of in- 
stitutions to share "long-distance4^^rdination to 

,/ minimize distances and cost o£ coordination. 
^It is\rec6mmeii%ed that/ alternative th*tf, noted above, 
be strongly- considered in Se planning process. Regional, 
and even national coordination among cooper atjfcjre* educations 
programs has the potential to -jkmprove articulation among ^ 
members of the cooperative education community.. 
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Related to the "long-distance 11 placement was issue 
number 4 8,^ which addressed the problem of developing cost- 
effective methods for cooperative education program opera- 
tionV—Changes in federal funding policies are seen by many 
of the respondents (ref. factor A, Table 10) as requiring 
innovative management to survive. Programs that are not" 
cost-effective in the future may be dropped by their insti- 
tution. Efforts should be made by the cooperative education 
community to tie the costs of co-op program operation to 
'the student credit hour generation process. In this fashion, 
with reasonable program enrollments, ^^perative education 
can establish a strong financial basis on which to survive 
in future years * Furthermore, cooperative education .* 
directors should emphasize the overall institutional 
recruitment value of cooperative education as the higher 
education community faces lower enrollments in the 1980s. 

Issue number 13 'continues to be a critical factor in 

the successful integration of cooperative education within 

an institution. Obtaining the support* of the various groups 

within the institutions community appears to be am- issue (for 

some time to come. It is recommenced that program directors 

% 

continue to emphasize public relations tasks within their 
respective institutions. Cooperative education training 
centers 'should continue to refine strategies and provide 
assistance in training directors to better obtain support for 
co-op from administration, faculty, *nd sttfff. 
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Fjjposs 2 1 To de termine the relative importance of these 
issues ai.ptrcaiwd by cooperative education directors and 
their supervisors . 

The tpe of factor analysis has provided a clear des- 
cription of the related issues upon which there is generally 
coanon agreement by directors and supervisors nation-wide. 

Factor scale B, Academic Credit and Curriculum Structure 
had the highest mean ranking of the five factor scales 
(3.838). The why, and how o£ awarding and applying coopera- 
tive education credit is a very important issue which has 
emerged in importance with the relatively recent trex^d to- 
ward the Awarding of academic credit 'for successful coopera- 
tive education experience. Dr. James W. Wilson addressed , 
4±is issue concerning cooperative education as an organiza- 
tion of learning experiences not unlike any other educa- 
tional process '(Wilson, 1978) . It is recommended that de- 
cisions regarding the awarding of academic credit and the 
credit contribution toward graduation be made in light of 
the educational value achieve^ by the co-op student. 

Factor scale C, Organizational Placement and Institu- 
tional Integration had the second highest mean ranking of * 
the five factor scales (3.510). This factor scale appears 
to be an issue ofc "where does co-op belong" organizationally 
in the institution. There is som* relationship to factor^ 
scale B in that co-op not organizationally placed and/or 
accepted by the academic organization has a credibility 
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problem of being recognized at to its educational merit. 
It it recommended that further research be concocted con- 
cerning organizational placement, academic credit, and pro- 
gram outcomes. This kind of research can provide information 
that would assist in organizational placement decisions. 

.Factor Scale E, Faculty Involvement had the third 
highest mean ranking of the five factor scales (3.400). The 
two issues comprising this factor scale involved 49k assign- 
ment of coordination activities with teaching and/or research 
and the cost effectiveness of such involvement by the faculty* 
Several studies have documented the benefits and value, of 
having teaching /acuity interact with students and employers. 
The cost of such involvement as an issue suggests that cost 
effectiveness is of suo^ central importance to administrators 
that qualitative benefits may have difficulty in competing 
with budgetary considerations. In cases where administrators 
are using cost effectiveness as a* major elementsAn decision- 
making, it is recommended that co-op program directors review 
earlier studies and be prepared with documented- evidence of 
the benefits of faculty involvement to inform and assist 
their administration in the decision-making' process. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that further research be 
conducted in the area of docbmented faculty benefits derived 
from participation in cooperative education. 
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Factor seal* D, Coordination BetvMn Two- and Four- 
Year Colleges had the fourth highest mean ranking of\€hp 
five factor scales (x - 3.341). The articulation 'of co- 
operative education programs in terns of transfer credit 
and program components suggests that current problems exist < 
in terms of the acceptability of co-dp credit from two-year 
colleges by four-year institutions'. The quality of program 
operation and its changing configuration to meet the needs 
of students who are "older" and with differing educational 
objectives suggests that future configurational problems 
face cooperative ^education. Combined, the issues comprising 
this factor scale present a challenge in the design of pro- 
grams. .This issue is not unique to cooperative education 
and is a factor being faced by all facets of institutions 
of higher education. It is recommended that cooperative 
education directors see that they are included in institu- 
tional planning for articulation and change. Co-op directors 
are in a unique position to take the lead in instituting 
such planning activities because of their close affiliation 
with students and the employment community. 

The Cooperative Education Association and the National 
Commission for Cooperative Education may wish to explore 
possible ways in which to become "involved in the vertical 
articulation between educational levels where -cooperative 

4 

education programs are in operation. 

- 
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Factor scale A, Federal Funding Criteria, Structure / 
and Process had a mean ranking of last among the five fac- 
tor scales tx - 3.283). However, the mean value was higher 
than, impor^nt. As such; the directors and supervisors 
collectively view federal funding and involvement as a sig- 
nificant contributor to the success of cooperative education 
programs nationwide. It Is interesting to note that issue 
statement number 31 had the highest factor loading (.81163). 
This suggests a high correlation among the respondents 

(directors and supervisors) and indicates that the system 

i 

for allocation of federal funds to co-op may need to be im- 
proved to obtain more effective development of cooperative 
education programs. All of the issues comprising factor 
scale A had relatively high factor loadings related to the 
need for federal financial support for co-op and ways in 
which federal dollars can stretch further. The changing 
priorities in Title VIII funding have caused a decline in - 
the. number of cooperative education programs. Ineffective 
and poorly managed programs should not continue to waste 
taxpayer money. Potentially viable programs, however, may 
need suppor^ in terms Of funding, personnel training, and 
advisement that they may not be able to obtain due to cur- 
rent federal policies. It is recommended that the coopera- 
tive education community become more involved with the pro- 
\ess of planning at the federal level. Responsible input 
is needed by governmental administrators in terms of 
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imprbving the system of allocating funding to cooperative 
education programs, training centers, and for research. 

Purpose 3 i To determine if differences exist between 
directors and their supervisors in terms of the perceptions 
of the importance of these critical issues • 
Of the five factor scales, tests of differences re- 
vealed that one factor scale, Organizational Placement and 
Institutional Integration had differences between the co-op 
directors and their supervisors. Apparently co-op directors 
viewed this factor scale as moje important than did their 
supervisors with a factor scale mean of 3.650 for directors 
as opposed to 3.323 for supervisors. While both means were 
considered important, an explanation of the directors higher 
ratings may be the concern and day-to-day closeness to co-op 
program operation of directors as opposed to their super- 
visors . ^ 

,It is recommended that directors who rate this concern 
highly communicate their concern to their supervisors. A 
planVfor more effective integration of cooperative education 
within the institution, where appropriate, should be 
developed. 

Individual issues were examined for differences between 
directors and their supervisors. Only six issues, or 11 per- 
cent of the 55 issue statements were rated differently by 
the two groups. In all cases, co-op directors rated' as 

75 



more important the six issues, than aid their supervisors. 
Co-op directors familiarity and direct involvement in the 
co-op program would suggest the higher ratings on the six 
- issues. ' 

The high proportion of issues (89 percent) that ex- 
hibited no differences is further documented by the fact 
that the correlation between the directors and supervisor's 
mean, rankifig* of the 55 issue statements was .94 coefficient 

of concordance. The reason for such high agreement may be 

* 

the eff#e^ive communication occurring between directors and 
their supervisors. Por those directors who have good com- 
munications with thei^ supervisor, it i* recommended 'that 
such communication be continued. For directors whose com- 
munication links with their supervisors are weak and who be- 
lieve th*ir supervisors "just do not understand my problems, " 
it is suggested that stronger communicftion methods be em- 
ployed on a regular basis. t 

• 

Purpose 4: To determin^ if differences exist between two- 
and four-year college directors in terms of the perception 
of the importance of the critical issues « 

Differences were readily apparent on three of the five 

factor scales for two- and* four-year college directors. The 

« * 

mean value for each factor scale was higher fbr the two-year 

* • 

directors,. indicating that they perceived the importance of 
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the three factor scales. as more important than did the four- 
year directors. 

Factor scale B, Academic Credit and Curriculum Struc- 
ture , had a mean value of 3.965 for directors. The value is 
very nearly 4 (very important) and suggests that the design 
of the cooperative education experience and how credit for "* 



the experiences should be planned and implemented is per- 
ceived as more important at the two-yelar college level. The 
mean value of 3.732 on the same factor scale for the four- 
year college, directors also indicates that the factor scale 
is/important at the four-year college level. An explanation 
of the differences may be found in the historical develop- 
ment of cooperative education. Four-year institutions have 
been involved with cooperative education much longer than 
have two-year colleges. The rapid growth ^f the two-year 

» 

college movement has occurred primarily in_the past two 

\ 

decades, in conjunction vi^h the growth of two-year colleges 
has been an expansion of curricular offerings due to the 
diverse nature of students being served by two-year colleges. 
Perhaps the academic credit and curriculum structure factor 
scale is perceived as more important because^the factor 
scale as an issue is part of a larger issut facing all two- 
year colleges in the process of change. 

Factor scale D, Coordination Between Two- and»Four L - 
Year 'Colleges, was significantly different -with a mean value 
for the factor scale of 3.641 for two-year eel lege directors 
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and 3.091 for four-year college director*. The problem of 
transferability of credit and integration of cooperative 
education experiences for students who complete a two-year 
program and want to continue with co-op at tfctf four-year 
level is a continuing problem not unique to cooperative edu- 
cation. Articulation issues ate complex involving curricu- 
lum, accreditation, and institutional' philosophy. For co- 
operative education, it would appear that the articulation 
issue is part of a larger issue involving entire institu- 
tions. x 

Pactor scale E, Faculty Involvement , was rated as more 
important by two-year college directors as opposed to four- 
year college directors on the same factor scale. It would 
appear that two-year college cooperative education programs 
may be affected more than four-year colleges by tight bud- 
gets. Also the nature of two-year college instructional 
staff and heavier teaching schedules may increase the problem 
of faculty serving as coordinators. 

Examination of statistically significant differences on. 
individual issue statements tends to oonfirm .that generally 
two-year college directors rate the statements as more im- 
portant than their four-year college counterparts. A 
general conclusion may be made relative to the comparative 
lack of history that two-year colleges have had with co- 
operative education. ' Differences in educational philosophy,* 

/* • 
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mission, and articulation problems would appear to add to 
the explanation of differences that exist. 

It is reconmended that cooperative education directors 
at two-year colleges make / ef forts to communicate with four- 
year college directors for the purpose of identifying the 
"real" articulation issues. Misperceptions of transfer 
problems can be clarified through Jace-to-face meetings and » 
the substantive problems can be addressed. It is further 
recommended that state and regional cooperative education 
associations place more emphasis oa the academic credit and 
curriculum structure factor to assist directors at both 
two- an* four-year colleges to resolve their individual and 
collective problems. 

Problem 5: To determine if differences exist between 
• directors among the six regions in the United States in 
their perception of the importance of .the critical issues 

A statistically significant difference was found at the 
0.5 level for Factor scale D between region 3 (Northwest) and 
region 5 (Midwest) . Region 3 had a higher roe ah value for the 
factor scale of Coordination Between Two- and Four-Year 
Colleges . A possible explanation for the difference may be 
found in the number of two-year college directors responding 
from each region. , There were seven two- yeaj^co liege directors 
who responded from region 3, whereas 18 two-year college 
directors responded from region 5. The difference may be an 

* 
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artifact of sampling and not be of practical significance. 

A more significant fact is that only one of five factor 
scales and, as Table 15 shows, only 10 of 55 issues were found 



to have regional differences among the mean responses to the 
issue statements. Where differences existed on ten of the 



issue statements, only one showed differences between more * 
than two regions, {issue 21 had differences between region 1 
(Northeast and region 3 (Northwest) , and differences between 
region 5 (Midwest) and region 3 (Northwest) . There .existed 
no discernable pattern of differences between two particular 
regions. One might conclude that there is a high degree of 
agreement among directofs within the* six regions on the factors 
and issue statements. £ 

It is recommended that agendas at state and regional 
cooperative education association meetings be planned so as 
to disseminate the information on cooperative education 
issues and the high degree of nationwide agreement concerning 



the importance .of the issues. 
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A Final Statement 

The primary purpose of this study has been to provide 
information, previously unavailable, relative to the criti- 

* 

car issues facing cooperative education as perceived by co- 
operative education directors and their supervisors* The 
data collected on the characteristics of the sample shows 
a majority of directors are males, and most* of the. directors 
have several years of experience with cooperative education. 
These experienced directors lend considerable credence to 
the perceptions of the issue statements. 

Approximately 90 percent of the issue statement means . 
were perceived as important, very important, to critical, 
which suggests that there is a complex set of issues which . 
must be addressed by" Cooperative education personnel if pro- 
gress is to be aceomplsihed. A collective effort should be 
made by the National Commission for Cooperative Education; 
Regional Training Centers /^aed state, regional, and national 
cooperative education associations to deVelop plans and 
strategies to effectively overcome the obstacles presented by 
the issues. - 

The information provided by this study can, and should, 
be a source for further research in a number of areas. The 
disproportionate amount of male and female directors in 
cooperative- education can be compared "io other educational 
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administration areas. The" high agreement, nationally, on 
the five factor scale areas suggests tha^r further research 
into the issues comprising each of the factor scales should 
be undertaken. Agreement on issues suggests a set of under- 
lying problems which needs to be identified before effective 
decision-makirfg can be undertaken. * 

The differences between two- and four-year college 
issue perceptions bear attention, while the number of dif- 
ferences was not large, the kind of factor: scales and issues 
that were different^ indicate that there are fundamental dif- 
ferences in cooperative education programs which results in 
hindering rather tAan serving transfer students. A prime ** 
area of further research would be^to identify regions or 
localities which have good and poor articulation of coopera- 
tive education curriculum and credits * Information should 
be sought concerning the common characteristics of success- 
ful and unsuccessful aa^iculation^programs. * • m 

In conclusion, the issues facing/ cooperative, education * 
have been identified an<^ th6ir importance measured. It re- 
mains for the cooperative education community to disseminate 

J* \ 

tlje information contained in v>is* reported act to resolve 
the issues if cooperative education is to make progress in 4, 
serving the educational and occupational needs of future * 
students . ' 
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Sua»ary of Recommended Further Research 

1. To determine the causes of the low proportion of 
females £n directors positions in cooperative education. 

2. To ideiltify planning elements which will increase 
'thejpotential for success in effecting "long distance" 
co-op placements. K 

3. To identify methods that have successfully been 

* / - * 
employed for cost effectiveness in cooperative education 

programs. I * 

ir ♦ \ • ♦ 

4. T9 Assess the contribution to program outcomes of 
co^op program placement withip the institutional organiza- 
tion, and the value of academic credit. ^ 

5. To bbtain documented evidence of the benefits 

faculty involvement in cooperative 

education. 

- 6. To "determine effective methods of articulating co- 
op programs between two- and four-year*' col leges. 
- . 7. To identify elements in the federal funting pro- 
cess which act as impediments to the development and 



strengthening pf. cooperative education. 

8. To compile strategies which can effectively deal 

i * 

with the issues rated' as mdre important In this study. / 
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APPENDIX A 



COOPERATIVE EDUCATION RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE 



Durtng 1979-80 Utah State University will be conducting a national research 
study designed to Identify and analyze the Issues facing cooperative education 
1n Institutions of higher education 1n the United States. You have been 
selected to participate In this Important study. * The attached questionnaire 
contains 55 Issue. statements which have been determined through a review of 
the cooperative education**! Iterature and tfi/ough a strenuous critique process 
with a panel of experts' 1n the field of cooperative education. 

Please read each of these statements carefully, and then rate the Importance 
or crltlcalness of the Issue from your perception. Since we will be comparing 
director's perceptions of crl'tlcalness of Issues with their supervisors, - 
we are asking that you supply us with the name of your Immediate supervisor. 
Your supervisor will then receive a similar questionnaire. 

Please take a few-minutes from your busy schedule to complete this Important 
questionnaire. When you have finished, please return the completed 
questionnaire 1n the stamped, sej f -addressed envelope provide^. 

I certainly appreciate your assistance 1n this Important matter and look 
forward to your response. ' 

Thanks! 

S 'ui 

WILLIAM A. STULL 

COOPERATIVE EDUCATION RESEARCH DIRECTOR 
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COOPERATIVE EDUCATION 
ISSUES RESEARCH PROJECT 
Director's Questionnaire 



Part A^j+cfcoroynd Information * 

1. What 1$ your exact title? , ^_ \ ::* Y y 

2. How eany years have you stmt* in your present position? (please circle om) 

i. lt$$. thenM ytar b. 1-3 years c. 4-6 years 4. ;7-9 ynn ev U^jiHr^ or afore. 

3. Sox (ploiso clrclo out) * . " 

a. feaale . b. Mlo " * 

4. Whet Is your age? (please circle one) f y * * : " * , r ; / V. 

a. 25 or under If. 26-32 c. 3$-39 d/ 40-46 J>. 47-S3 {fykCm A .ttorrtove 

5. .Which of tht following btst dtscrlbts your Instituted*? (please enroll * l ^i l ^J ~ \ * *• ** 

i. two-year public college b. t»-)*ar private college c. four-year^cot feu* -of unlyjfrsftg" 1 
d . four-year prl va to col 1 tot^or university e.^ *tQ|t i!Ll*£*? spec ify) ' r * " * 

6. What 1s the naa» and title of yfcr 1«*Jd1ate supervt^w? 1 j _ ! lj *. 



pT "Sup»nf4sor> ~ 



i 



Part 8— Issue Stateeents 



tftlo of Muo^rrtsor 



V 



Instructions: Listed below and on the rtext cquplo of £agt* are 5$ 1sjbe ^t» t # l n ts wfcjW* have been <fcter«teetf 
through a review of the cooperative education literature anV through fifpsonal contact with ' ' 
professionals 1n the fie^l.* Additional ly, these;issjie s ta t An ts have Jxen miAe\by a panti 
" of experts 1n tfie field of cooperative etficetijan, *le*sr t%Moach>OM suteartt flfre fully 



and then* on t^e right of each state***** ™Ucate the, critical 
Please utilize the response category ,$ivep JjeJow. 



or flaportance' -of ttrf issue. 



Issue Statement 



1. No lairtrtaiuie*. V * 

2. i1tUeV«pert«ttce , 
3« Iepprtant t. „ * 

4. ¥ery 4*>ortai*i - 

5. Critical 4 * • 



1. The extent .to which regular faculty jvabers .with assjgna^ti.fn teaching and/or 
research can be effective serving as coord1ifirtorv v in the'coopertlrtve oducatton 
. prog Am. \ * 



2. The current proposal evaluation process fcll<S*d t>y the Batted Stltn Office Vf 
Education which allows outside, reaSers 1 1 to. **e the «ijOjf fairttif ^tfetlsiott*, 

rgar oycoope/*t1# dducttlon **d y\ *m*h % 
1m: / 



3. The trend towards 
In collegas and un1 




V ERIC 



4. The extent to which 
impacts on tht devel 

5. ' Thi extent to which the philv<wr^'coopern 

rtth other educational gil lotophias of Hit }t*m*ttt*.f< 
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1. No importance 

2. Little Importance 

3. Important 

4. Very Important 

5. Critical ^ 



Issue Statement 



6. The role played by cooperative education 1n serving the needs of the physically 
, handicapped student, 

7. The responsibility of the college or university 1n preparing the co-op student 
for his or her Initial cooperative education assignment. 

8. The Inclusion of the cooperative education professional staff 1n the faculty 
ranking, tenure, and promotion system. 

9. The quantity and quality of research in the field of cooperative education. 

10. The best methods of coordination, and the frequency of employer, visitations 
necessary for a "long distance" cooperative education program, 

11. The Impact of state and federal employment regulations on the development and 
Implementation of cooperative education programs. 

12. Maintaining the quality of cooperative education work assignments with an 
increasing number of institutions and students participating.. 

* 13. The best techniques of- developing Institutional commitment 1n terms of 
administrative, faculty, staff, and financial support. 

* 

7 14. The desirability of establishing national standards for the accountability 
of> cooperative education programs. V" 

15. The role played by cooperative education 1n serving the needs of the socially * 
and economically disadvantaged student. 

* 16. The desirability of defining cooperative education to Include experiential 

education, internship programs, field education, etc. 

^jl -17. The-problems associated with the transferability of cooperative education credit 
, from the two-year college level to the four-year college or university level. 

* t$: The extent to whicp cooperative education 1s a viable instructional strategy for 
> . - wfce insliberal arts and other non-technical programs. 



. T"* ^ct of federal (Title VIII) funding 1n terms of the development and* 

meaningful growth of cooperative education programs. 

'>0, w .Tne 

- -21 • Trie extent t& which the cooperative education office should be responsible for 
m ■ the majority 'Of the student placements 1n the cooperative education program. 

{ 22.' The t'xtent to which the high turn -over of cooperative e<fcat1on personnel has 
•\ \ , impact on the success of cooperative education programs. 

r;23.' Thi desirability of training and certifying selected individuals who would be 
triable to evaluate cooperative education programs. ' 



.TTie extent to which cooperative .education 1s a viable 1nstruct1on*Kme*hodo1ogy 
i fqr 'use in graduate programs. 

THie extent tcr which the cooperative education office should be i 
the majority *of the student placements in the cooperative educa 
(^Student developed versus Co-op Office developed positions) - 



23. Tbfe' extent to^which cooperative education can serve the "older" and "second-degree" 
^ students who are expected to comprise an increasingly larger percentage of the 

\ coll^gelpopulation. \ 

Z%. The relationship which should exist between cooperative programs operated at the 
*seco>id*ry school, community college/technical college, and four-year college 

261 The extent to which cooperative education should be limited to those students 

^K/.have definitive career plans or open to all reqardless of their status 1n the 
CMxfrr development process. 



/ 

V 



Importance of 


Issue 


1 2 3 
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1 '2 3 


4 5 


1 2 3 
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1 2 3 
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1 2-3, 
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1. No Importance 

2". little Importance 

3. Important 

4. Very -Important 

5. Critical 



Issue Statement 



27. The location of the cooperative education office In the institutional 
organizational structure. (Academic affairs/student personnel services) 

25. The desirability of offering academic credit for students' cooperative 
education experiences. 

29. If academic credit Is offered, determining the proper amount to be granted and 
the basis for assigning this credit. 

30. Determining the proper amount of structure which should be built Into students' 
co-op experience 1n order to insure that they have meaningful learning experiences. 

31* The best system] of distributing federal, funds so as to have the most meaningful 
impact on' the development- of cooperative education programs. 

32. The extent to which the federally funded co-op training centers are responsive 
to ^me needs of new personnel moving into cooperative education. 

33. The extent to which the federally funded co-op training centers are responsive 
to the needs of experienced personnel In the field. 

34. The desirability of the college work study program? and the cooperative education 
activity operating more closely together In the future. ^ 

35. The role played by the CEA (Cooperative Education Association) A one of the 
V ~~~na~t tonal prt) fes si onai~ofgani 2a tlons for cooperative education personnel. 

36. The type of co-op calendars followed (i.e. alternating, extended day, field 
* experience, parallel) by colleges and universities. m 

37. , The best techniques of Improving the quality of Individuals responsible for 

managing cooperative education programs, 

*. 

33. If academic credit Is granted for cooperative education, whether this credit 

should be used' toward graduation, or as an add-on to the graduation requirements. 

39. If faculty are Involved, whether their load determination should be calculated 
as part of their regu la reload er as an overload, or on some other basis. 

i k ** 

40. # The role played by the National Commission for Cooperative Education in terms 

of nat1o*£l leadership for cooperative education. 

4^. * The extent to which federal, funding (TltlT^III) should move to the large urban 
based institution. 



42. 



43. 



44. 



45. 



If faculty are actively Involved In the coordination phase of the program, whether 
the cost of program operation Is prohibitive to this Involvement. 



The desirability of having more financial support from the federal level In 
cooperative education. ^ 

The best techniques of Internalizing and* Integrating cooperative education into 
the philosophies and curriculum* of Institutions of higher education. 



The use of PTE's (full-tie 
for cooperative education. 



equivalent students) as an Internal funding source 



Importance of Issue 

5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 ♦ 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
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46*. The quality of leadership provided by the United States Office of Education. 

47. The f « ve year limitation to Title VIII USOE funding for cooperative education 
programs. 1 

48. Develop* ng cooperative education program wMch can become cost-effective In 
• the financial structure of the institution. 

49. 1 The level in the institutional administrative Merechy where the person responsible 
tor co-op should report. 
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1. Ho Importance 

2. Little Inportaner 
* 3. important 

4. .Very Important 

5. Critical ^ 



Issue Statement 



50. 

51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 

i 



The desirability of Institutions of higher education responding to the - 
Increased need for qualified cooperative education personnel by establishing 
bachelors' and graduate progress In cooperative education. 

The use by the USOC (United States Office of Education) of welght^crlteri 



in the proposal process to determine who receives Title VIII fund 

.The extent to which cooperative education Is accepted as a valid aode of study, 
on par with academic study. 

The extent to which non-peld volunteer work experiences should be considered as 
part of cooperative education. 



The extent to which the alternating co-op calendar affects auricular design 
and course scheduling. ' — 



The extent to which there Is clarity of role definition anong directors, coordi- 
nators, and faculty In cooperative educa 1 1 on ?)%gr a*s . 



Importance of Issue 

2 3 4 . 5~ 



Thank you very math for your ^slstance. Pleese^return this questionnaire la the enclosed,* If -addressed, 
envelope. ■ 



J* 

• 4 
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UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY LOGAN. UTAH 84322 



COLLEGE OF BUSINESS 
UMC3S 



DCPANTMENTOP 
MMMtMEOUCATKm 



APPENDIX B 



0' 



SUPERVISOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE 



During 1979-80, Utah State University will be conducting a national 
research study designed to Identify and analyze the Issues facing cooperative 
'education 1n Institutions of higher education 1n the United States. 

On the original questionnaire,- which was returned to us by your cooperative 
education director, you were identified as his/her immediate supervisor. 
Since we will be comparing your perceptions of the £r1t1ca)ness of the 
issues in cooperative education with your director (on a .group basis) it 
is Important that we receive your completed questionnaire. 



The attached. questionnaire contains 55 issue statements which have been 
determined through a revlewtof the cooperative education literature and 
through a strenuous critique process with a panel of experts 1n the field 
of cooperative education. 

Please take a few minutes from your busy schedule to complete this important 
questionnaire. Please read each of these statements carefully, and then 
.rate the importance or critlcalness of the issue from ydur perception. 
When you have finished, please return the completed questionnaire 1n the 
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided. , 

I*certa1nly appreciate your instance in this Important matter and look 
forward to your response. 




Thanks ! 



. r 



Enclosure 



COOPERATIVE EDUCATION 
ISSUES RESEARCH PROJECT 
Supervisor's Questionnaire 



Issue Statements 



Instructions: listed below and on the next couple of pages are SS Issue .statements which have been determined 
through a review Of the cooperative education literature and through personal rontect with 
professionals In the field* Additional ly, these IssUe -statements have been reviewed by a panel 
of experts 1n the field of cooperative education. Please read each Issue statement carefully 

, and then, oa the rlgM of each statement, IndlcaU the critlcalness or importa nce of the Issue. 
Please atHIre the response category given below. 



1* No importance 

2. little Importance 

3. Important 

4 4. Very Important 

5. Critical 

Issue Statement , s / 

1. "Tne extent to which regular-faculty members with assignments in teaching and/or 

research can be effective serving as coordinators in the cooperative education 
program. 

2. The current proposal evaluation process followed by the United States OfP^e of 
Education which allows outside readers to make the major funding decisions. 



Impor 



9. 
10. 

U. 

12. 

13. 

14. 



The trend towards the merger of cooperative education and placement services 
1n colleges and universities. 



i p^jr 



4. The extent to which the degree of co-op pWgram centralization or decentralization 
Impacts on the development of viable cooperative education programs. 

Tb* extent to which* the philosophy of cooperative education Integrates or conflicts 
with oafer educational philosophies of the Institution. 



The role played by cooperative education In serving the needs of the physically 
handicapped student* 

„• • 

The responsibility of the college or university In preparing the co-op student 
for his or her initial cooperative education assignment. 



' 8. The Inclusion of the cooperative education professional staff in the faculty 
remain^, tenure, and promotion system. 

The quantity and quality of research In the, field of cooperative education. 



The best methods of coordination, and the frequency of employer visitations 
necessary for a "long distance* cooperative education program. 

The Impact of state and federal employment regulations on the development and 
Implementation of cooperative education programs. 

Maintaining the quality of cooperative education work assignments with *n 
Increasing number of Institutions and students participating. 

The best techniques of developing Institutional commitment 1n terms of 
administrative, faculty, staff, and financial support. 
_ * . # 

The desirability of establish ^national standards for the accountability 
of cooperative education programs. 



anc 



of Issue 
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1. No Importance 

2. Little Importance 

3. Important 

4. Very Important 

5. Critical 



Issue Statement 



15. 

16. 

17. 
i 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

22. 
23. 
24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 



The role played by cooperative education In serving the needs of the socially 
and economically disadvantaged student. * 



The desirably of defining cooperative education to Include experiential 
education, ^aternshtp program*, field education, etc. 

The p rob If 
from the 



Import 



a nee 



o f Issjje 



associated with the transferability of cooperative education credit 
-year college level to the four-year college or university level. 

^ ? xt !?k t0 ,** ich coo «* r *t 1v « tducafelon Is a viable Instructional strategy for 
jjse 1n liberal arts and other non-technical programs. > 

The impact oTyedtral (Title HIV) funding In terns of the development and 

meaningful growth of cooperative education programs. 

The extent to which cooperative education is a. viable instructional methodology 

for use 1n graduate programs. y/ 

The extent to which the cooperative education office should be responsible for 
the majority of the student placements In the cooperative education program. 
(Student developed versus Co-op Office developed positions) 

The extent to which the high turn-over of cooperative education personnel has 
Impact on the success of cooperative education programs. 

I*!*?!!! 1,1 ? 111 '*, 0 ' tfa1n1 !S certifying selected Individuals who would be 
available to evaluate coo#eVat1ve education programs. 

I^i!!!*" 1 . 10 ** 1ch coo *rat1ve education can sen* the "older* an* Second-degree" 
students who arm expected to comprise an Increasingly larger percentage of the 
college population. ' ^ 

The relationship which should exist between cooperative programs operated at the 
UveTs** 7 * c *"*«1ty college/technical college, and four-year college 

The extent to which cooperative education should be limited to those students 
carw *Sl f ^?pr^. p,-M ° r 0P,B t0 d11 reqard,ess of tht1p 1 « the 



The location of the cooperative education office In the Institutional 
organizational structure. (Academic affairs/student personnel services) 

28. 7The deslraollity of offering academic credit for sWnts* cooperative 
>JL education experiences. 

29iV*lf academic credit 1s offered, determining the proper amount to be granted and 
/ the basis for assigning this credit. 

A. Determining the proper amount of structure 'which should be built into students' 
co-op experience in order to Insure that they have meaningful learning experiences. 

31. The best system of distributing federal funds so as to have the most meaningful 
Impact on the development of cooperative education programs. * 

32. The extent to which the federally funded co-op training centers are responsive 
to the needs of new personnel Moving into cooperative education. 



33. The extent to which the federally funded co-op training centers are responsive 
to the needs of experienced personnel in the field. 

34. The desirability of the college wort study program and the cooperative education 
* activity operating more closely together in the future. 

35. The role played by the CEA (Cooperative Education Association) as one of the 
national professional organizations for cooperative education personnel. 



5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 



5 
5 

S 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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M 



t.' No Importance 

2. little importance 

3. Important 

4. Very Important 

5. Critical 



Issue Statement 



Impor 



36. The type of co-op calendars followed (l.el alternating, extended day, field 
experience, parallel) by colleges and universities* 

37. The best techniques of improving, the quality of Individuals responsible* for 
managing cooperative education programs. * "* 

38. If academic credit Is granted for cooperative education, whether this credit ^ 
should be used toward graduation, or as an add-on to the graduation requirements. 

39. If faculty are Involved, whether their load determination Should be calculated 
as part of their regular l.oed or as an overload* or on some other basis. 

40. The role played by the National Commission for Cooperative Education In terms 
of notional, leadership for cooperative education. 

41. The extent to which federal* funding (Title V1(I) snould move" to the large urban 
based institution. 



42. If faculty are active l£ Involved In the coordination phase of the program,. whether 
the cost of program operation Is prohibitive to this Involvement. 

4 * 

43. The desirability of having more financial support from the federal level in 
cooperative education. 

44. The best techniques of Internalizing and integrating cooperative education into 
the philosophies and curriculum of Institutions of higher education. 

45. The use of PTE's (full-time equlvelent students) as an Internal funding source 
for cooperative education. 

i 

46. The quail ty^of leadership provided by the United States Office of Education. 

47. The five year limitation to Title VI f I USOE funding for cooperative education 
programs. * 

48. Developing cooperative education' programs which can become cost-effective m 
the, financial structure of the Institution. % _ 

49. The level 1n' the Institutional administrative hlerachy where the' person responsible 
for co-op should report. 

50. The desirability of Institutions of higher education responding to the 
Increased need for qualified cooperative education personnel by establishing 
bachelors' and graduate programs 1n cooperative education. 

51. The use by the USOE (United States Office of Education) of weighted criteria 
in the proposal process to determine who receives title VIII fundi nq. 

52. The extent to which cooperative education 1s accepted as a valid node of -study. * 
on par with academic study. 

53. The extent to which non-paid volunteer work experiences should be considered as 
part of cooperative education. 

54. The extent to which the alternating co-op calendar affects auricular design 
and course scheduling. • 

55. The extent to which there 1s clarity of role definition among directors* coordl- 
t netors, and faculty in cooperative education .programs. * 



ance of Issue 



5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
s5 
5 
5 

5 



Thank you very much for your assistance. Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self -addressed 
envelope. % * * 
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Panel of Experts 



Two-Year 
Anne 61111$ 

Coordinator of Cooperative Education 
Prince George's Community College 
Largo, MO 20870 * 

Jo Ann Hlnton 

Director of Cooperative Education 
Villa Maria College 
Buffalo, NY 14225 

ThalesA. Derrick (Tad) 
Director of Cooperative Education 
Dixie College 
St. George, UT 84770 

Robert Way 

Director of Cooperative Education 
Lane Community College 
» Eugene, OR 97405 

'Harry N. Helneman, Bean' 
Cooperat1ve^ducat1on 
LaGuardfa Community College 
3110 Thompson Ave 
Long Island City, NY 11101 

D1ck 6r1tz 

Dean of Community Services 
Northeastern Junior College 
Sterling, CO 80751 



Others 



Richard J. Rowe, Director 
Division of Training and FadHtl 
U.S. Office of £ducat1on 
Washington, DC 20202 



J 



James W. Wilson 

Northeastern University * 
360 Huntington Avenue '• 
Boston,. MA 02115. 

Ralph Porter, Director 
National Caplsslon for Cooperative Ed. 
360 Huntington Avenue r 
Boston, MA 92115 



eric. •: 



, Four-Year 

Paul Dube A — 
Center for Cooperative Education 
360 Huntington Avenue 
Northeastern University 
Boston, MA 02115 

.Barnard L. Hyink 
Director. of Cooperative Education 
California State University 
Fuyertorv, CA 92634 

James T. Godfrey 

Western Center for Cooperative Education 
University of the Pacific , 
Stockton, CA 95211 

Luther B. Epting 

Director of Cooperative Education 
Mississippi State University 
P.0* Drawer M 39762 

Robert L. Parker 

Chairman for Cooperative Education 

An±1och College 

Yellow Spring, OH 45387 

Glenda Lentz * 

Director of Cooperative Education 

University of South Florida- 

4202 Fowler Avenue 

Tampa , FL 33620 



Don Robins 

Regional Recruitment Manager 
Office of Personnel Management 
525 Market Street — 23rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
: Jt 

R. Wayne Bogener 
^Cooperative Education Manager 
Caterpillar Tractor Company i 
East Pedrla, IL» 61629 

James C. Chambers 
Director of Coop Training 
Burroughs Corporation 
Detroitl, MI 48232- i 
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